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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere a set of draft rules of the Supreme 
Court, which have been published pursuant to the Rules Publica- 
tion Act, 1893. Under ord. 42, r. 33a, impounded documents 
are not allowed to be delivered out of the custody of the court 
except on motion in open court, but an exception is made in 
favour of the law officers. Upon the request in writing of the 
law officers, or either of them, as representing the Crown, 
impounded documents may be given into their custody. ‘Thi 
exception is now to be extended so as to allow similar delivery 
to the ee upon request a It is 

posed to make some slight changes in order 57, i 
S cesaplantion, with a view of meeting the case of a sheriff who 
withdraws from ion of goods taken by him in execution 
in consequence of the execution creditor admitting the claim of 
a claimant to the goods. 


E 


| 





WE print also the draft of a new rule under the 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. By rule 173 of the 


( 
i 


every person for the time being on the list of contributories 
of the company, and every person whose has been 
admitted, is at liberty at his own expense to attend proceed- 
ings, but he attends at the risk of being ordered to pay any 
additional costs for which his attendance is responsible. The 
draft rule im: the requirement that no creditor or con- 
tributory attend ings in chambers until he has 


entered in a book to be ny eee Se Ne 
his name and address, and the name address of his solicitor 
(if any). The rule reads as the 


of the client were necessary for thi but the 
Sausunl subaat consieiica Malt heme ta z Whitley “Portmers 





(82 Ch. D, 007) peskeniy Si seme seu te ene b his 

solicitor, acting as his agent. There seems to be no ity to 

require the personal attendance, but the rule should make thi 
clear one way or the other. 

From Tux notice of the special general meeting of the In- 

ted Law Society, w we print elsewhere, it will be 

seen that one of the most im matters to be considered is 


which wen. pasped at the ‘mesting on ths Slat'of Jonsany last 
which was at the ing on st anuary 
nes y =X mye pe 8. ny Og > ea, = 4, 5, 
ibiting the pleadings in Long Vacation. 
ere ia, no doubt, a goed desl to be said in i 
expressed by Mr, Mxuaora i 
is to be retained at all, it 





should be 
| better course is to aim at shortening . 
‘strong section of the council holding this opinion ; aad it may 
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be — that a resolution recommending that pleadings 
anual allowed to be delivered during portions only of the 


vacation, at the commencement and end, might be more likely to 
meet with the approval alike of the council and of the Rule 
Committee. Our own view is, as previously expressed, that the 
interests of litigants ought to outweigh the convenience of 
lawyers, and that pleadings should be allowed to be delivered 
during the whole of the Long Vacation. That this change will 
be made, sooner or later, we have no doubt; but it will come 
the sooner if, from experience of such a partial removal of the 
legal taboo as we have suggested, it is found that the result 
does not very seriously affect the sacred holiday. 





We norice elsewhere Mr. Francis W. Prxtey’s letter to the 
Times of the 8th inst. on the reform of company law so far as it 
deals with sales to companies and with promotion expenses. It 
contains also a very remarkable suggestion as to the liability of 
solicitors. There should, Mr. Prxizy says, be a distinct re- 
— cast upon the solicitor to ensure that, previously to 

e issue of the prospectus, the directors should at meetings— 
the minutes of which should be filed—carefully consider the 
reports, estimates, and other statements upon which the intend- 
ing investors are to be asked to rely, and should have their full 
responsibility in being parties to the issue explained to them. 
It is obvious that the first part of this proposal touches matters 
which are quite outside the province of a solicitor. If directors 
who have before them reports, estimates, and other statements 
which are to be the basis of a prospectus do not know that these 
materials have to be carefully considered so as to ensure the 
correctness of the prospectus, it certainly is not for solicitors to 
cope with theirignorance. Nor is it likely that directors who are 

ical business men will care to have a solicitor in attendance 
ing the whole time the reports are under discussion for the 
purpose of certifying that they have been ‘carefully con- 
sidered.” The second part of the suggestion is even more 
us. The Legislature is to impose a specific respon- 
i upon directors with respect to the issue of prospectuses, 
and is then to impose on their solicitor the duty of explaining 
the responsibility to them. Why are directors, who are usually 
pretty well able to look after themselves, to have this special 
protection vouchsafed to them? So far as they require advice 
their solicitor is at hand to give it, and if he is negligent they 
os the mage remedy — him. — than this they do 
require, it is no the solicitor’s duty to guarantee 

to the public that the PA cmon know their ution. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose md we print elsewhere, raises a 
very interesting question as to the application of section 2 of the 
Married Women’s P. Act, 1893. The section, as he 
points out, enables the court to order payment out of a married 
"8 property, subject to restraint on anticipation, of the 
of the opposite party in “‘ any action or ing” insti- 
or by a next friend on her behalf. Our correspon- 
case of a carcat entered by a married woman 

4 of probate. This necessitates the service on her 

« “warning” by the applicant for probate, and if she appears 
to the warning, an action necessary. Under such cir- 
cumstances it can hardly be said that the married woman 


uty 
ret 


terms, though the issue of the writ in the probate action is 
undoubtedly due to the course which she has taken in entering 
a caccat, is to be noticed that rule 12 of the Probate Con- 
tentious Business Rules provides that “upon an a nee 
ing entered in answer to the warning of a caveat, the matter 
be entered as 2 cause in the cause book, and the conten- 
= businces be a A held to commence, and 
the entry the caveat and the warnin 
thereof shall, upon taxation, be considered as costs in the 
cause.” This recognizes that it is the appearance of the 
oman in answer to the warning which definitely pre- 
vents the issue of the grant without recourse to an action, 
as this has taken place the parties 
court. It is sasible, therefore, that 





tuted by the married woman either in virtue of the entry of 
the caveat or in virtue of her ———— At the same time 
we very much doubt whether the anticipation by the rule of 
the actual commencement of the probate action can have the 
effect of turning that into a proceeding instituted by the 
married woman. The appearance by her turns the business 
from non-contentious into contentious business, but there is 
no actual institution of proceedings until the issue of the writ, 
and this is not the act of the married woman. We apprehend 
the case must be treated as not covered by the Act. 





WE nave already noticed (ante, p. 234) the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Re Ray, that upon the sale of the estate of 
a lunatic the committee may, by the direction of the court, 
enter into the ordinary covenants for title on behalf of the 
lunatic. Now that the case is fully reported (44 W. R. 353; 
1896, 1 Ch. 468) it is interesting to note the manner in which 
the court got over the doubt apparently suggested by Corroy, 
L.J., in Re Fox (33 Ch. D. 37), whether any covenant could be 
made by the committee on behalf of the lunatic. Livozzy, 
L.J., who was a party to that decision and also to the present, 
admits that this is the effect of the words attributed to the late 
Lord Justice. ‘‘Certainly,” he says, ‘‘there are passages in 
the report which look at first as if Corron, L.J., thought there 
was no power in the court to sanction any covenant whatever by 
a committee on behalf of a lunatic.” But the grave inconve- 
nience of such a rule has made it necessary to examine, and 
attempt to distinguish, the circumstances in Ke Yor. There the 
transaction was a mortgage of the estate of the lunatic, and it 
was sought to impose on the lunatic a covenant for the 
payment of the money advanced. This money, however, was 
not to be advanced for the immediate benefit of the lunatic, 
but to pay off debts of her father, under whom she 
derived title—debts which might otherwise have to be satis- 
fied out of the estate in an administration action. Under 
these circumstances the Court of Appeal declined to allow 
a personal liability for payment of the money to be imposed 
on the lunatic though, if a covenant could be given on her 
behalf, and if the arrangement was for the benefit of her estate, 
it is not apparent why they should have hesitated. At any rate, 
the case is now relegated to its own special circumstances, and it 
is not to be taken to have declared against covenants altogether. 
Apart from that decision there appears to be no difficulty. 
Section 124 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, provides that the com- 
mittee of the estate shall, in the name and on behalf of the 
lunatic, execute and do all such assurances and things for giving 
effect to any order under the Act as the judge directs. The Act 
has in an earlier section (section 120) enabled the judge to 
authorize the committee to sell any property belonging to the 
lunatic. The general power with respect to assurances autho- 
rizes the judge, as Linvizy, L.J., points out, to sanction an 
assurance by the committee in the way in which assurances are 
commonly executed ing to the practice of conveyancers in 
dealing with real property. This practice includes the inser- 
tion of covenants for title, and such covenants therefore can be 
given on behalf of the lunatic. 





above received an interesting illustration recently in the 
building society case of Dennison v. Jeffs (ante, p. 335, 12 Times 
Law Rep. 251). In Re Whitley Partners the name of one of the 
signatories to the memorandum of association of a company was 
written by an agent of the signatory. Section 6 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, provides that “any seven or more persons 
a may, by subscribing their names tova memorandum 
of association . . form an incorporated company.” It 
was contended that the section required personal signature, but 
the Court of Appeal, adopting the law as laid down in Aeg, v. 
Justices of Kent (UL. R. 8 Q. B, 805), held the signature to be 
good. The common law rule, gui facit por alium facit por se, 
to were | unless the statute makes a nal signature 
nf ce le. In Dennison v. Jeffs the egy 8 arose upon the 


construction of section 32 of the B Societies Act, 1874. 





procestings to obtain probate might be held to be insti- 


Under that section a building society may be dissolved, inter alia, 


Tue nue of construction in Re Whitley Partners, referred to ° 





_ Ap 


—__— 


by diss 














(Vol. 40.] 307 





April 11, 1896. 











by dissolution with the consent of three-fourths of the members, 
holding not less than two-thirds of the number of shares in 
the society, testified by their signatures to the instrument of 
dissolution.” In the Scotch case of Second Edinburgh, §c., 
Building Society v. Aitken (29 Sc. L. R. 456), which was sub- 
sequent to Re Whitley Partners, it was assumed as perfectly 
clear that the sectiun required personal signature by the mem- 
bers. ‘‘To maintain,” said Lord President Roxserrtson, “ that 
the signatures of mandatories are the signatures of the share- 
holders themselves in the sense of the statute is a hopeless 
contention,’’ and the rest of the Court of Session, affirming the 
judgment of the Lord Ordinary, agreed with him. In Dennison 
y. Jeffs, Nort, J., found himself confronted by this unanimity 
of the Scotch judges, but it does not appear that they had had 
their attention called to Re Whitley Partners, and Norru, J., 
preferred to follow the principle laid down by the English Court 
of Appeal rather than the Scotch construction of the particular 
statute. In this respect the statutes of limitation stand upon a 
special footing. From the frequent instances in which signature 
by an agent is expressly authorized, it is inferred that where 
there is no mention of an agent personal signature is in these 
statutes required. Probably in all statutes requiring signature 
it would be well for the draftsman to consider whether personal 
signature ought or ought not to be required, and frame the 
enactment accordingly. 





THERE ARISES in connection with the recent medical slander case 
apoint of considerable importance, which may without impropriety 
be discussed, because, owing to the manner in which that action 
was framed, the point cannot be dealt with in the Court of 
Appeal. That action was an ordinary action for slander, and 
was no doubt designedly so launched with a view to damages. 
But would not the same circumstances have formed ground for 
a claim for breach of an implied contract? In other words, 
when a doctor is consulted by a patient, is there not always a 
contract implied that the former will not divulge any informa- 
tion which he acquires from his professional employment? 
There are probably exceptions to such a rule, as in most other 
cases of implied contract; for instance, the implication would 
not arise, or would be rebutted, if it were necessary to divulge 
the information either to prevent the commission of a crime or 
to save life or property, or possibly to avert certain moral or 
social calamities, But if the suggested rule exists, no question 
of malice would arise, and the point to be decided in each case 
would be whether or not the particular circumstances relieved 
the doctor from the obligation to be implied from his profes- 
sional relationship towards the patient. It is a familiar doctrine 
in other branches of law that where a person is entrusted with 
information for a certain purpose he is not entitled to make use 
of it for other purposes. In cases of copyright, for instance, 
it has frequently been held that where an author has entrusted 
his manuscript, or an artist his picture, to another for purposes 
of making a certain number of copies, or for safe custody, such 
other person is not entitled to make copies for his own purposes, 
or to deal with the work for any other purpose than that for 
which it was entrusted to him. Similarly a student may take 
notes for his own information of a lecture, whether in short- 
hand or longhand, but he is not entitled to publish such notes. 
By analogy to this doctrine (although there is no decision on 
the point) it would seem clear that when a patient consults a 
doctor and receives a prescription from him, the patient would 
not be entitled to advertise or in any way himself make a 
profit out of the prescription. This being the law on analogous 
subjects, it is submitted that it ought similarly to be held that 
where a doctor obtains information from a patient who has 
consulted him, he will be restrained from making any use of 
that information for other purposes than those for which it was 
entrusted to him, subject to the exceptions above indicated. The 
question of damages might give rise to difficulty, because it 
might constantly happen that damage which in fact arose from 
the breach of confidence or contract would be considered too 
remote, and for this reason—at any rate in cases in which 
damages are sought to be recovered—it may be safer to frame 
the action in a different way, But cases may well be conceived 
in which the information divulged is not libellous, and is yet 
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| calculated to do great injury; and in any case, if the doctrine 
contended for is correct, it throws light upon the question of 
what is the duty of a medical man towards his patient. 





Wuere a person found lunatic by inquisition has sub- 
sequently been adjudicated a bankrupt, there is, it appears, no 
jurisdiction in lunacy to order (on the application of the com- 
mittee or otherwise) the trustee in bankruptcy to render an 
account of all moneys received by him or in his possession or 
control, and to pay such moneys to the credit of the lunacy. 
This was held by the Court of Appeal in Re Farnham (ante, 

. 371) on the ground, as it would seem, that neither the 

unecy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 5), nor the Judicature Acts 
gave the judges in lunacy any jurisdiction to interfere with other 
courts. Without venturing to question the accuracy of this 
decision, there is certainly some difficulty in reconciling it with 
@ previous judgment of the Court of Appeal in the same bank- 
ruptey (Re Farnham, 1895, 2 Ch. D. 799), to the effect that 
upon a person being found lunatic, the jurisdiction of the Court 
in Lunacy immediately attaches to his property, and cannot be 
ousted by a subsequent adjudication in bankruptcy, made with- 
out the consent of the court, and that, therefore, the trustee 
taking the lunatic’s property under such an adjudication can 
only do so subject to the jurisdiction in lunacy. As, however, 
in the case last referred to, the application refused by the Court 
in Lunacy was for delivery to the trustee in bankruptcy of pro- 
perty in the actual custody of the court, while in the case under 
consideration the application was, on the contrary, to deprive 
the trustee of part of the lunatic’s property already in his 
(the trustee’s) actual possession, the cases may be distinguish- 
able. For, though the Court in Lunacy has for a long time 
past claimed and exercised the power to apply moneys of the 
lunatic which are under its control for his maintenance, instead 
of for the payment of his debts, it has not hitherto gone the 
length of taking property out of the hands of the creditors in 
order to apply it for the lunatic’s support. Whether a lunatic 
can validly be adjudicated a bankrupt independently of the 
Court in Lunacy, is still somewhat of a moot point. 





THE LAW’s DELAYS are proverbial, not only in our country 
but throughout the world, and in France, at any rate, there 
appears to be some reason for the complaint. It has taken the 
French courts eight years to settle the question whether the 
authorities of the port of Rouen have the right to levy what is 
known as the droit d’attacké, consisting of a tax of ten centimes 
per ton on all ships mooring at the quays. It appears that the 
right to levy this tax was conferred by a Royal Ordinance ia 
1815 on the municipality of Rouen, ‘‘exclusivement et en 
perpétuité.” The right was abolished in 1884 as regards all 
maritime ports, Rouen being one of those enw The 
municipality, however, contested the legality of the abolition, on 
the ground that the right had been conferred in perpetuity and 
therefore could not be taken away, and also on the ground that 
the right rested on a contract with the Crown. The Court of 
Cassation has just decided that the levying of the tax has been 
illegal since its abolition in 18384. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges of the Queen's 
Bench Division for holding their courts during the Raster Sittings, vis. :>— 
The Lord Chief Justice and Pollock, B., will sit with divisional courts 
during the whole of the sittings; Sir Heury Hawkins will sit and try 
actions up to the 20th of May, when he will go to the OM Bailey; 
Mathew, J., will be with the list of commercial causes during the 
sittings; Cave, J., will try actions; Day, J., will sit witha divisional 
court, probably going to the Old Bailey on the 22nd inst.; Wills, J.. witt 
try actions; Grantham, J., will be away on the Northern Qircait watil 
the Isth of May, and on his returm will sit with a divisional court; 
Charles, J., will sit with a divisional court should he be well encagh to 
return; Vaughan Williams, J., will de engaged disposing of company 
cases and bankruptoy work ; Lawranoe, J., will try actions; Wright, J., 
will sit with a divisional court watil the Gta of May, whea he goes on the 
North-Eastern Cirouit, from which he will return on the 19th of Map: 
Calling, J., will sit with the Railway and Qanal Commission until the 2th 
inet., when he goes on the Northern Cirguit, and on his retera, about the 





isth of May, he will try actions; Beaoa, J., will try actions; aad Rea. 
nedy, J., will be the judge in attendances at chambers, 
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THE COMPANIES BILL. 
| 


The Prospectus.—Of the various matters dealt with in the 
Companies Bill, none perhaps is of greater interest and import- 
ance than the new liability which it is proposed to throw upon 
directors and promoters in connection with the issue of pro- 

. That persons who issue a prospectus ought to con- 
form to a high standard of good faith is a principle which has 
been emphatically laid down by the courts. ‘‘ Those who issue 
@ prospectus,” said Kixperstey, V.C., in New Brunswick, §c., 
Railway Co. v. Muggeridge (1 Dr. & Sm., p. 381), ‘‘ holding out 
to the public the great advantages which will accrue to persons 
who will take shares in a proposed undertaking, and inviting 
them to take shares on the faith of the representations therein 
contained, are bound to state everything with strict und scrupu- 
lous accuracy, and not only to abstain from stating as facts that 
which is not so, but to omit no one fact within their knowledge 
the existence of which might in any degree affect the nature or 
extent or quality of the privileges and advantages which the 
prospectus holds out as an indycement to take shares”; and 
this passage was quoted with approval by Lord Cxuetasrorp, C., 
in Railway Co. of Venezuela v. Kisch (L. R. 2 H.L., p. 113). 
Accordingly, where a shareholder has been induced to take 
shares by a prospectus which fails to reach the standard, he 
may be entitled to a rescission of his contract, and may succeed 
in having his name removed from the register of shareholders. 
But this is a matter which lies solely between the member who 
has thus been misled and the company. It is not in itself a 
ground for fixing liability upon the persons who issued the 

tus. Derry v. Peck (38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337) 
made it clear that even misrepresentation was not sufficient to 
raise a claim against a director, unless accompanied by actual 
fraud ; and in this respect the law was strengthened by the 
Directors Liability Act, 1890, under which directors and pro- 
moters are prima facie liable to pay compensation for untrue 
statements contained in a prospectus, though they may escape 
by bringing themselves within one of the grounds of exemption 
i in the Act. Moreover, in addition to the actual fraud 
which will make the parties to the issue of a prospectus liable 
under the ordinary law, there is the statutory fraud created by 
section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, which consists in the 
issue of a prospectus without stating therein the dates of, and 
the names of the parties to, contracts affecting the company. 

It is now proposed to extend very considerably the liability 
of directors and promoters as thus settled. The principle of the 
Bill is that prospectuses shall conform to the ideal set forth in 
the passage quoted above, and that for any failure in so con- 
forming directors and promoters shall be liable to pay compen- 
sation to aggrieved ms. The clause dealing with the 
matter is clause 14, and this new liability is imposed by sub- 
section (7). ‘‘In the event,” it runs, ‘‘of non-compliance with 
any of the requirements of this section with respect to a pro- 
spectus, any person aggrieved shall be entitled to compensation 
from any director or promoter of the company who is a party to 
the issue of the prospectus, unless it is proved that (a) as 
regards any matter not disclosed, the director or promoter was 
not cognizant thereof, and could not with reasonable diligence 
have discovered it, or (4) the non-compliance arose from an 
honest mistake of fact on the part of the director or promoter. 
In the same manner, therefore, as under the Directors Liability 
Act, 1990, a prim4 facie liability is imposed on directors and 

and if they are to excuse themselves, it must be upon 
one of the two grounds just stated. 


What, then, are the requirements of the clause with regard to | i 


prospectuses? In accordance with what has been alread 
stated, the object of the Pill is to secure the observance of ; 
i of good faith, and this standard requires not 
merely the absence of misrepresentation, but the disclosure of 
every waterial circumstance. The authors of the Bill, however, 
have not been content with a general provision to this effect. It 
has been thought expedient to specify in twelve paragraphs 
Inattera which every prospectus, whether issued on or 
with reference to the formation of « company or subsequently 





“| ture-holders to subscribe for further shares or debentures), ig 


bound to furnish information, together with a general para. 
graph requiring a statement of every material contract and 
of every material fact. The first innovation is the statement 
of the names, occupations, and addresses of the signatories of 
the memorandum of association, and the number of shares 
subscribed for by them respectively. Possibly this w ll hays 
the effect of putting an end to the practice of subscribing for 
one share only, and it will make it more difficult for the 
members of the same family to start a public company. But 
the signature of the memorandum is known to be a mere 
form, and the requirement probably will have little practical 
value. The prospectus must state also the qualification of 
director, and the names, occupations, and addresses of the 
directors or proposed directors—the prospectus, it should be 
noted, has to be signed by every person named therein ag a 
director or proposed director—the number of shares they are to 
take, and whether, as to any of such shares, a director is not to bg 
the beneficial owner. The last two requirements are unnecessary 
and objectionable. The articles can fix a qualification, and they 
can require that the director should be the beneficial owner of 
his qualification shares; but the public are not concerned with 
anything beyond this. The position of a director is that of 
agent or manager of the company. The requirement of a 
qualification insures, when expedient, that he should have a 
sufficient interest in the prosperity of the company, but it is 
not necessary that a director should be a large shareholder, 
What intending investors should look for in a director is busi- 
-_ capacity, and in this respect the requirement does not help 
them. 

Other matters which can easily be inserted, and which call for 
no special remark, are the minimum subscription on which the 
directors may proceed to allotment, and the minimum amount 
payable on application and on allotment on each share; the 
amount intended to be reserved for working capital; and the 
names and addresses of the auditors (if any) of the company. 
There remain a series of requirements which are intended to 
secure that investors shall be able to judge of the bond fides of 
the company, and how far their money will pass into the pockets 
of promoters and others interested in bringing out the company. 
Section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, is to be repealed, and it 
will not be necessary, therefore, to file a contract where shares 
are not to be paid for in cash. Instead of this, the prospectus 
must state ‘‘the number and amount of shares and debentures 
issued, or agreed to be issued, as fully or partly paid up other- 
wise than in cash, and in the latter cass the extent to which th 
are so paid up, and in either case the consideration for whic 
such shares or debentures have been issued, or are proposed or 
intended to be issued.” The course thus proposed seems to be 
a great improvement on the present filed contract. An intending 
investor cannot without the trouble of a search discover 
what are the terms on which the paid-up shares have 
been issued, while the failure to file the contract ex- 
poses the holder of the shares to the burden of having 
to pay for them over again in cash, a result which may be very 
inequitable. At the hands of the Board of Trade Committee 
section 25 received very severe handling. It is, they said, ‘‘one 
of those sections which has given rise to a great deal of litigation 
and has in ite operation caused a great deal of injustice. On 


ublic advantage. The loose, inaccurate, and ungrammatical 
ge of the section seems to indicate that it was passed 
hurriedly and without much consideration.” The committee 
despaired of amending the section with success, and they advised 
its repeal. The above provision, which takes its place, will 
a, on directors and promoters the duty of informing the 
public as to the fact of the issue of shares not“to be paid for in 
cash, and elsewhere in the Bill—clause 7 (1)(4)—proyiston is made 
for a return to the registrar of the allotment of such shares with- 
in seven days after allotment; but this is the whole of the safe- 
rd now proposed, and the holder of the shares will cease to 
incur the risk of being called upon to pay for themin cash. The 
remedy, in the event of the prospectus failing to comply with 


the requirement, will be against the directors and promoters 


who are parties to the issue of it, 





(other than prospectus inviting existing members or deben- 


. 


The Board of Trade Committee, in their report, laid groat stress 


the other hand, it has not, it is believed, been found of great * 
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on the loading of purchase money as a cause of the failure of 
companies and of loss and disaster to shareholders, The 
urchase money of the real or ultimate vendor may, it was 
pointed out, be enhanced before the property reaches the 
company by (1) the profit of the original promoter, (2) the 
profit of a syndicate or intermediate promoters, and (3) the 
enses Of formation, which usually include, in addition +o 
the expenses of registration and ordinary expenses of for- 
mation, fees to brokers and other persons engaged in pro- 
motion and commission on underwriting. The committee did 
not propose to make any of these profits or expenses illegal. 
The object they set before themselves was ‘‘to enable the 
ublic who are asked to subscribe to a company to get at 
the real and ultimate vendor, to strip the mask off the 
nominal vendor, and to ascertain to whom the price to be 
paid by the company is to go, and how it is to be applied, 
what the real purchase money is, what expenses are to 
be paid, and what will be left to the company for working 
capital.” In pursuance of this object, the Bill requires the 
prospectus to set out the names and addresses of any property 
purchased or proposed to be purchased by the company which 
is to be paid for wholly or in part out of the money asked for in 
the prospectus, and where there is more than one vendor, or the 
company is a sub-purchaser, the amount payable in cash, shares, 
or debentures to each vendor. The prospectus is also to state 
the amount payable as purchase money, in cash, shares, or 
debentures, for any such property, specifying the amount pay- 
able for goodwill, if any such amount is payable separately. 
The intended result of these two paragraphs, distinguished as 
(f) and (g), is to secure that the prospectus shall contain an 
exact statement of the persons through whose hands the pro- 
perty passes on its way to the company, and the amount and 
nature of the consideration which is left in the hands of each; 
but the paragraphs seem to require re-drafting, so as to throw 
into one paragraph both the provisions as to the statement of 
consideration payable to the vendors, whether they are 
one or many. In cases where property has been purchased 
and resold more than once, a difficulty might arise in deter- 
mining how far the statement of the claim of vendors is 
to be carried back. This is met by sub-section (2) of the 
clause in question, which, stated shortly, provides that, for 
the purposes of the section, every person shall be deemed 
to be a vendor who has entered into any contract, absolute or 
conditional, for the sale or purchase of any property to be ac- 
quired by the company in any case where (4) the purchase 
money is not fully paid at the date of the prospectus ; or (4) the 
purchase money is to be paid or satisfied wholly or in part out 
of the proceeds of the issue offered for subscription by the pros- 
pectus ; or (c) the contract depends for its fulfilment on such 
issue. This limitation seems to meet the objection of the writer 
of a letter which appeared in the money article of the Zimes of 
the 8th inst. The suggested reform, he says, is based on the 
“extraordinary assumption which appears never to have been 
questioned, that it is dishonest to buy something for a sovereign 
and sell it to a public company for a million sterling.” And he 
compares the case of a jeweller who buys a stone at a bargain 
and then sells it toa purchaser for the best price he can get. 
But under the above definition of ‘‘ vendor” there seems to be 
no reason why an individual or a syndicate should not purchase 
property out and out, and pay for it, and then resell it to a 
company for such price as they can obtain. Their vendor is not 
& “vendor” under the clause, and they need state in the pros- 
pectus nothing about their own purchase, In such a case they 
take the entire risk of the purchase. But in the cases to which 
the clause relates the intermediate profits arise directly out of 
the promotion of the company, and are not the ordinary profits 
ofa resale. Hence, in order to secure honesty as between pro- 
moters and the public, it is right that they should be stated. 
The Bill further carries out this policy of publishing to the 
public the whole of the facts attending the promotion of the 
company by requiring the prospectus to state the amount pay- 
able as commission for underwriting shares, the amount or esti- 
mated amount of preliminary expenses, and the amount intended 
to be paid to any promoter, and the consideration for which it is 
to be paid. This concludes the list of matters which are 
Specifically required to bo montioned in the prospectus. Then 





there is the general requirement with respect to setting out all 
material contracts and facts, with which we propose to deal in 
our next article. 

The writer of the letter referred to above appears to object 
altogether to the public knowing how much the promoters of a 
company are getting for their services. The effect of past legis- 
lation, he maintains, has been to impute statutory fraud to the 
honest promoter ; and it has been forgotten that, if he makes a 
large sum out of a successful company, he suffers loss through a 
multitude of unsuccessful ones. The first reform of company 
law, the writer says, should recognize the promotion of com- 
panies as a legitimate occupation. In point of fact that is 
exactly what the Bill does. It izes that the payment of 
promoters is a proper application of the funds of the company, 
and this seems to be a sufficiently clear ition that the 
services of the promoter may be valuable. But it insists that 
the promoter shall tell the intending investor what those services 
are, and what the reward for them is tobe. In other words, the 
professional promoter, like other persons who follow a legitimate 
occupation, must let those for whom he works know his scale of 
remuneration. If his calling is a hazardous one, his charges 
may have to be high; but this is a matter of which those who 
pay him should judge. It is quite possible that the public 
would be better off if promoters paid less attention to companies 
which are merely speculative, and were satisfied with a smaller 
return out of such companies as are really worthy of being placed 
before the public. 








REVIEWS. 
ROMAN LAW. 


THE ORIGIN AND History oF Contract In Roman Law Down 
TO THE END OF THE REPUBLICAN PERIOD. (BEING THE YORKE 
Prize Essay FOR THE YEAR 1893.) By W. H. Buckwsk, B.A, 
LL.B., of Trinity College, Cambridge. C. J. Clay & Sons. 


This volume contains a very interesting and careful study of the 
history of the Roman law of contract. In the — times to which 
Mr. Buckler takes his readers the subject is rendered difficult by the 
scantiness of the materials and by the rival conjectures of different 
scholars. In clearness of treatment and beauty of style nothing is 
ever likely to approach Sir Henry Maine’s Ancient Law ; but there are 
grounds on which his conclusions have not been accepted as final, 
and Mr. Buckler has qualified himself by extensive stady of 
Continental jurists at once to give the results of the latest and 
to assist the reader by sound criticism. Amongst the various forms 
of contract, from the ancient nerum to the later and more familiar 
sale, hiring, deposit, &c., we may refer to the author’s treatment of 
the peculiarly Roman contract of expensilatio—more correctly, perhaps, 
a mode of establishing a contract. For the mere entry of a debt in 
the creditor’s account- to be conclusive evidence of an obligation 
on the debtor presupposes, as Mr. Buckler, following Voigt, points 
out, the existence throughout the community of » high standard of 
good faith. The various theories as to the origin of these entries, and 

e methods of book-keeping in use among the Romans which made 
such evidence of liability practicable, are very thoroughly explained. 
Mr. Buckler has made an original and valuable contribution to the 
English literature of Roman law. 


BOOKS RECEIVED, 


A Treatise on Crimes and Misdemeanours. By Str Wa. OLDNALL 
RussEt1, Kt., late Chief Justice of . Three Volumes. Sixth 
Edition. By Horace Surrn, Metropolitan Magistrate, and A. P. 
Prrcrvat Kerr, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Srr Freperick PoLook, 
Bart., M.A., LL.D. April, 1896. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





The Zimes says that at the Surrey Quarter Sessions a communication 
was laid before the court from the Home S referring to the 
of allowing interviews between prisoners and their counsel upon remand. 
Sir M. W. Ridley points out that there is great diversity in the practice of 
allowing such interviews, which in some instances are , and he 
recommends that in all cases where prisoners are remanded to prison or 
to the police cells they should be allowed to have interviews with bar- 
risters or solicitors on deed Ade legal business in the presence, Dut not in 
the hearing, of a police officer or warder. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
SETTLEMENT ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Allow me to suggest a doubt as to the correctness of the deci- 
sion of North, J., in the case of Re Webber, reported in your last num- 
ber [ante, p. 388]; particularly as regards that part of it which holds 
that settlement estate duty on settled shares of a testator’s residuary 
personalty is payable equally out of every part of such residue, 
whether Jottled or unsettled. The unfairness is manifest, and is not 
disputed by the judge, but he says he can find no authority in the 
Act for throwing the duty on one part rather than on another. Is 
thisso? The settlement estate duty differs wholly in its nature from 
the estate duty, being imposed (like legacy duty) on what the lega- 
tees take, not (like estate duty and the old probate duty) on what the 
testator leaves. Surely, assuming the Act to be silent as to the hand 
by which, and the source from which, the payment is to be made, 
there could be no doubt that it must be paid out of the property 
settled, and by the person or persons under whose control such 
property comes; and that where the settled property is the testator’s 
personalty the executor should pay it, and might deduct it from the 
settled funds before paying them to the trustees of the settlement. 

But then it is said that the Actis not silent, for that the term ‘“‘ estate 
daty ” in section 6 must be taken to include settlement estate duty, 
the reason assigned for this very strained construction being that 
without its adoption there will be no provision as to the mode of 
payment. I am not, I must confess, greatly impressed with this 
argument; but if it is worth anything, then ‘‘ estate duty ”’ in section 
8 (1) must also cover settlement estate duty, and in that case the 
existing law and practice relating to ‘‘any of the duties” previously 
leviable, will apply so far as applicable. Now, in applying these to 
the case of a settled legacy, surely the analogy of legacy duty must 
be followed, and not that of probate duty. 

On these grounds it appears to me that, even in the ordinary case 
of a settled pecuniary legacy, the settlement estate duty should come 
out of the legacy, and not out of the residue; but in the actual case 
of a settled share of the residue itself the matter is still stronger, 
because, until the residue is divided into shares, the ‘‘settled pro- 
perty”’ on which duty is to be paid is not ascertained. Say that the 
residue is divisible among four persons, one of the shares being 
settled; the executor proceeds to divide the residue into four 
parts, and appropriates oae for each beneficiary ; but the duty being 
imposed upon one share, he retains this befcre actually paying over 
such share. One would think that natural justice and common sense 
would suffice to make it clear that the retainer must be made from 
the share on which the duty is imposed, and not from the shares on 
which no duty is payable. aa We. Be 

April 8. 





COSTS PAYABLE BY MARRIED WOMAN (DEFENDANT) IN 
{PROBATE ACTION. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—A married woman enters a caveat against the grant of pro- 
bate, and afterwards appears to the warning served upon her. ‘This 
is followed by a writ, to which she appears, and she is condemned in 
costs. These include (according to the practice) the costs of the 
warning. The Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, s. 2, provides 
as follows: “In any action or proceeding now or hereafter instituted 
by @ woman, or by a next friend on her behalf, the court before 
which such action or proceeding is pending shall have jurisdiction by 
judgment or order from time to time to order payment of the costs 
of the opposite party out of property which is subject to a restraint 
on anticipation, and may enforce such payment by the appointment 
pad receiver, and the sale of the property or otherwise as may be 
just. 

Will you, or some of your readers, kindly express an opinion 
whether this section applies to costs payable by a married woman 
(defendant) in a probate action rendered necessary by her proceeding, 
or any part of them. X. 

April 8. 


[See observations under head of ‘Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 





DAMAGE BY EXPLOSIVES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—With reference to the query of ‘An Inquirer” 
head i 


ordinary action by the owners of adjoining property in respect of the 
nuisance or injury thereby caused. 

The same principle would therefore, it is assumed, apply in the 
instance referred to. The case is different where a statutory duty 
is oy on a local authority or (presumably) an individual 

April 8. 


SUBSCRIBER, 





THE LAW LIST. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have now had an opportunity of examining the new Law 
List ; and, with reference to the paragraph which appeared in the 
Soxtcrrors’ JOURNAL of the 21st ult., I would point out that there 
is no dagger or other mark to distinguish those solicitors who obtained 
honours on passing the final examination from those who did 
not. 

Surely this does not meet with the general approval of the pro- 
fession. In the calendar of the Incorporated Law Society, superseded 
by the present Law List, the honours men were distinguished bya 
dagger placed against their names. An Honours May, 

London, April 8. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


The following draft Rules are published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act :— 


RULES OF THE SUPREME CourT (Marcu) 1896. 
ORDER XLII.—Rule 33s. 


1. Order XLII., Rule 33a, shall have effect as if there were inserted 
after “‘ them ”’ in the last line but one the words “ or of the Director 
of Public Prosecutions,” and, at the end of the Rule, the words “ or 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions.” 


ORDER LVII.—Rule 2 (c). 


2. Order LVIT., Rule 2 (c), is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule shall stand in lieu thereof :—That the applicant, except where he 
is a sheriff or other officer charged with the execution of process by or 
under the authority of the High Court who has seized goods and who 
has withdrawn from possession in consequence of the execution creditor 
admitting the claim of the claimant under Rule 16 of this Order, is 








| 
| 
if 
| 
| 


willing to pay or transfer the subject-matter into Court, or to dispose 
of it as the Court or a Judge may direct. 


ORDER LVII.—Rule 16. 


3. When the execution creditor has given notice to the sheriff or 
his officer that he admits the claim of the claimant, the sheriff may 
thereupon withdraw from possession of the goods claimed, and may 
apply for an order protecting him from any action in respect of the 
said seizure and possession of the said goods, and the Judge or Master 
may make any such order as may be just and reasonable in respect 
of the same: provided always, that the claimant shall receive notice 
of such intended application, and if he desires it, may attend the 
hearing of the same, and if he attend, the Judge or Master mey, in 
and for the purposes of such application, make all such orders as to 
costs as may be just and reasonable. 

4. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(March), 1896, and each Rule may be cited separately by the heading 
thereof with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883; 
they shall come into operation on the Ist day of June, 1896. 

Copies of the above draft Rules may be obtained from the Lord 
Chancellor’s Office, House of Lords. 





THE COMPANIES (WINDING UP) ACT, 1890. 
The following draft Rule is published oe ama to the above Act. 
Copies may be obtained at the Board of Trade :— 
THE CoMPANIES (WINDING Up) Act, 1890. 


GENERAL RULE made pursuant to the Compagies Acts, 1862 to 
1890. 
Attendance of Parties in Chambers. 
(1) No Creditor or Contributory shall be entitled to attend any 
proceedings in Chambers, unless’ and until he has entered in a book 
to be kept by the Registrar for that purpose, his name and address, 


| and the name and address of his Solicitor (if any), and upon any 


1 . ; ‘ under this | change of his address, or of his Solicitor, his new address, and the 
in your issue of the 4th inst., it has been decided in several | name and address of his new Solicitor. 
eases (notably The Managers of the Metropolitan Asylum District v. | 


Hill and Others, 6 App. Cas. 193) that a merely enabling statutory | of 


(2) This Rule shall come into operation on the day 
, 1896, and may be cited with the Companies 


* power for a local authority to erect a hospital is no defence to an (Winding-up) Rules, 1890, as Rule 173a. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


POWELL v. BIRMINGHAM VINEGAR BREWERY C0.—No. 2, 31st 
March, 


TrapE-Mark—TrapvE Name—Passine or Dergnpants’ Goons as PLAIN- 
qirrs’-—Use oF Name witnout Surricrent Distrnction— Jxscncrion. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Stirling, J., reported ante, p. 10. 
The action was brought to restrain the defendants from passing off, by 
the use of the term ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ or in any other way, sauce not 
manufactured by the plaintiffs as or for the goods of the plaintiffs. The 

Jaintiffs had no exclusive right to the words “ Yorkshire Relish,’’ those 
words having been struck off the register by Chitty, J., whose decision 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords: see Powell 
v. Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Co. (2) (1894, A. C. 8). In 1894 the defen- 
dants introduced into the market, under the name of “‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ 
a sauce of their own manufacture, and as a consequence the plaintiffs 
brought the present action, The differences between the defendants’ 
bottles and the plaintiffs’ are stated in the judgment of Lindley, L.J. 
Stirling, J., at the trial of the action, granted a perpetual injunction, 
being of opinion (1) that the term ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ was not a descrip- 
tive but a fancy name; (2) that the said name, though not a name to 
which the plaintiffs had an exclusive right, did nevertheless in fact 
denote in the market the plaintiffs’ manufacture; and (3) that the defen- 
dants had not taken sufficient precautions to prevent purchasers from being 
misled. The defendants appealed. 

Tux Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L, Smrrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


a ‘ 
laces, L.J., said :—The plaintiffs do not complain of the infringe- 
ment of any registered trade-mark. They rely exclusively on their 
common law right to prevent other people from making and selling goods 
which can be and are passed off and mistaken for goods made by them 
under the name ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish.’’ The case is one of very great 
importance, not only to the parties concerned, but to traders and the 
public generally. I will first state what I conceive to be the law applicable 
to such cases generally, and I will then consider the facts of this case in 
particular. Before there was any legislation on the subject of trade- 
marks it was well settled that when anyone adopted a mark so closely 
resembling the trade-mark of the plaintiff as to be likely to be mistaken 
for it the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction to restrain the use of such 
mark. Fraud on the public to the detriment of the plaintiff was the 
foundation of the right to damages at common law. [His lordship referred 
to a number of cases, beginning with Millington v. Fox (3 My. & Cr. 338), 
shewing that the court will interfere to protect a plaintiff if ordinary or 
unwary purchasers are likely to be misled and to mistake the defendant’s 
goods for the plaintiff’s, and to cases shewing that there is no exclusive 
right to a mark except in connection with goods like the plaintiff’s, so 
that the defendant’s may be mistaken for his. His lordship continued :—] 
Precisely the same principles are applicable to the use of words as to the 
usé of marks for the designation of particular ‘goods. This is shewn by 
fuch cases as the Angostura Bitters case, the Glenfield Starch case, the Stone 
Ale case, the Excelsior White Soft Soap case, Braham v. Bustard (11 W. R. 
106,1 H. & M. 447), Seivo v. Provizende (14 W. R. 357, 1 Ch. 192). But 
the exclusive right to the use of words is much more burdensome to other 
people than the exclusive right to the use of a mark. A person who 
designs or adopts a mark to denote his goods imposes no unreasonable 
burden on rivals in trade by forbidding them from using the same mark 
to denote similar goods if the public are thereby misled. But to 
monopolize the use of words imposes a much more serious burden. Con- 
sequently limits have been put to the right to complain of the use of words 
which have not been put to the right to complain of the use of marks. 
For example, if a man uses his own name to denote his own goods, it 
would be intolerable to confer upon him the right to prevent other people 
of the same name from honestly using their own name to denote their own 
g00ds, even although they might be of the same kind as his, and be un- 
distinguishable from them: Burgess v. Burgess (3 De G. M. & G. 896), 
Turton v. Turton (38 W. R. 22, 42 Ch. D. 128). Again, if a person uses 
words which simply describe the kind of goods he makes or sells—e.g., 
leather boots—it would be intolerable to confer upon him the right to pre- 
vent other persons from honestly using the same words to describe what 
they make or sell. Although, however, a person by using his own name 
or merely a descriptive word to denote a particular article cannot prevent 
other bond fide traders of the same name from using it, or prevent other 
bond fide traders making or selling the same sort of goods from using. the 
same descriptive word, yet even in such a case, if the descriptive name is 
proved to mean the goods of the plaintiffs, and if deception is also 
proved, @ person may be restrained from using such name or word without 
taking such steps as will render mistakes unlikely to occur. The following 
are well-known instances: Holloway v. Holloway (13 Beav. 209), Seixo v. 
Provizende, Wotherspoon v. Currie (18 W. R. 942, L. R. 5 H. L. 508) 
(Glenfield Starch), Siegert v. Findlater (26 W. R. 459, 7 Ch. D. 181) (Angos- 
tura Bitters), Thompson v. Montgomery (37 W. R. 637, 41 Ch. D. 35, and 
1891, A. C. 217) (Stone Ale). The leading case on this point is Redda- 
way Vv. Banham, decided recently in the House of Lords (Times, March 
26, 1896). In that case the plaintiffs had made and sold camel’s hair 
belting ; the defendants also made and sold camel’s hair belting. Both 
beltings were really made of camel’s hair. But it was proved that in the 
trade camel’s hair belting meant camel’s hair belting of the tiffs’ 
manufacture, and that the defendants’ goods were in fact sold for the 


to an injunction (43 W. R. 294; 1895, 1 Q. B. 286); but the House of 
Lords took a different view. [His lordship referred to the judgment of 
Lord Herschell, who said that, in his opinion, the doctrine that where a 
manufacturer has used as his trade-mark a descriptive word he is never 
entitled to relief against a person who so uses it as to induce in purchasers 
the belief that they are getting the goods of the manufacturer who * 
has theretofore employed it as his trade-mark was not supported 
by authority, and could not be defended on principle. His lordship, 
after quoting from the judgment of Lord Macnaghten to the same effect, 
and referring to a number of other cases, continued :—] If it be impas- 
sible profitably to use the old name and at the same time so to distinguish 
the two classes of goods as to prevent the rival goods from being mistaken 
for others, what is to be done? Is the name to be protected and rivalry 
prevented, or is the rival to be at liberty to use the name and destroy the 
trade of the old trader? Both principle and authority clearly appear to 
bein favour of the old trader, if he can prove that the name denotes his 
goods, and that his rival’s are in fact mistaken for his. The Ezeslsior™ 
White Soft Soap case and the Angostura Bitters cas? go far to shew this. In 
the Stone Ale case the difficulty to which I am slluding was commented on 
by several of the Lords. It was there decided that a brewer at Stone, 
who had long called his ale ‘‘Stone Ale,’ was entitled to protection 
against a rival who algo brewed ale at Stone and called it ‘‘Stone Ale.’’ 
Whatever doubt there might have been on this matter is now removed by 
the decision of the House of Lords in Reddaway v. Banham, to which I 
have already referred, for it was admitted there that camels’ hair belting 
truly described the article so called. This decision settles the question I 
am considering in favour of the old trader, if he can succeed in proving his 
case, which, however, may often be very difficult for him todo. This 
doctrine, however, is said to lead to this curious result— viz., that an 
inventor of an unpatented article, to which he gives a name, may be able 
practically to enjoy a longer monopoly in the name than an inventor of a 
patented article. But there is nothing anomalous inthis. If aman hasa 
secret invention by which he can make an article better or cheaper than 
other people, he practically has a monopoly in that article until his secret 
is discovered, or someone else can make a better or cheaper article. 
There is no limit to the duration of this monopoly. As regards name, 
when his secret is discovered he is in the same position as a patentee 
whose patent has expired. In both cases the article can be made and sold 
under the name by which itis known; but in neither case can such use be 
made of it as to enable a rival to pass off his goods as those of the original 
maker. If the use of the-name alone renders this unavoidable, the name, 
I apprehend, must not be used. Having now endeavoured to explain 
the principle applicable to the present case, I pass to the evidence adduced 
in it. For thirty-five years or more the plaintiffs have made and sold a 
sauce which they have called ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish.”” This term does not 
describe the nature of the sauce ; the words convey no information what- 
ever of its make or qualities. ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish” is a non-descriptive 
trade name, and it is very important to bear this in mind. The composi- 
tion of the sauce and the mode of making it are known only to the - 
tiffs and their workpeople; perhaps not even to any one wo! ° 
‘* Yorkshire Relish’ has always been sold by the tiffs in ordinary 
round glass bottles of three or four sizes,on which blue and red labels 
have been fastened. The names of the plaintiffs have always been on 
these labels, and the words ** Yorkshire Relish” have been conspicuously 
printed on the labels in a curve. The words “‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ are also 
impressed into the glass of the bottles in which the sauce is sold. The 
bottles are sold in wrappers made of white paper, on which ‘‘ Yorkshire 
Relish ”’ is printed in. large letters. The plaintiffs’ trade in ‘“‘ Yorkshire 
Relish ”’ is very large, and is said to be very profitable. They have spent 
some £400,000 during the last thirty years in advertising it ; but whether 
alone or with other articles made by the plaintiffs I do not know, nor is it 
material. They have more than one e-mark—viz., the label to which 
I have alluded, and a drawing of an old-fashioned round blue china plate, 
which is also impressed on the label. Some years ago the plaintiffs 
registered the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish” as an old trade-mark of their 
own ; but after a long litigation with the defendants these words were 
expunged from the register on the ground that, although the plaintiffs 
had long called their sauce by that name, the name alone had not been 
used by the plaintiffs to denote their goods (see 41 W. R. 627 ; 1893, 2 
Ch. 388; 1894, App. Cas. 8). The words “ Yorkshire Relish’’ are. not, 
therefore, per se, a registered trade-mark. They remain, however, as they 
always have been, the most conspicuous and important words on the 
plaintifts’ labels and wrappers. The plaintiffs have invariably 
taken proceedings to prevent other persons from using the 
words “ Yorkshire Relish” to denote any sauce made by them, and the 
plaintiffs have hitherto succeeded in preventing other people from using 
that name. ‘The term ‘“‘ Yorkshire Relish” cannot, therefore, be said 
to have yet become pudiici juris within the meaning of that expression as 
applied to trade names. The evidence nly shews the value to the 
tiffs of the name of ‘ Yorkshire .’ The name not only 
denotes a particular kind of sauce, but it denotes the sauce which 
the plaintiffs and they alone have hitherto made. Those persons 
who are in the trade or who read all that is on the lgbels know 
that ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’? is the sauce made by the plaintiffs for which 
they are famous. At the same time it is true that great numbers of 
ordinary retail buyers are guided by the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish nt such 
persous do not attend to anything else on the labels. So long as York- 
shire Relish’’ are the mous words, an alteration in the label does 


not attract tbe attention of the great majority of the buyers, or give rise 
to any suspicion that the sauce with the altered label is not the same or 
does not come from the same maker as that which they are accustomed to 
buy or have been told to ask for. The evidence on this point is very 
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ordinary round glass sauce bottles with ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ conspicuous 
pe them without misleading the public and seriously injuring the 

intiffs. The defendants having succeeded in removing from the 
register the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ as a separate trade-mark, have 
determined to try and make a sauce like ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’”? and 
to sell it under that name. They have succeeded in making a sauce 
eo like in appearance, taste, and smell to the plaintiffs’ sauce that it 
is difficult to distinguish the one from the other. But still the de- 
fendants have not discovered the plaintiffs’ secret, and the sauce 
made, by the defendants is not the same as that sold by the plain- 
tiffs: it is not made from their recipe, and it is not in all respects 
like the plaintiffs’ sauce. The defendants have taken care not to imitate 
the plaintiffs’ label nor their trade-mark of a plate. Moreover, the defen- 
dants print their own names in conspicuous letters on their own label, and 
they now sell their own sauce in pink, and n>t white, wrappers. They 
have a round gilt disc, instead of a round blue plate. In short, when both 
the plaintiffs’ and the defendants’ sauces are looked at as they are sold 
the differences between the two are apparent enough to anyone whose 
attention is drawn to them. But the resemblances are as conspicuous as 
the differences. The round disc used by the defendants is a substitute 
for the plaintiffs’ round plate. The bottles themselves are alike in shape, 
size, and appearance, and the words ‘“‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ are impressed 
into the glass. The prices at which the defendants cell to grocers are 
lower than the plaintiffs’ price ; but the price paid by the customers to 
retail is the same—viz., 43d. for the small bottles. But, above 
all, the words “‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ are as conspicuous on the defendants’ 
bottles as on the plaintiffs’. The consequence is that, notwithstanding 
the differences to which I have alluded, the evidence proves that the 
defendants’ sauce can be, and in fact is, easily mistaken by ordinary 
buyers for the sauce which the plaintiffs have long made and sold, and 
etill make and sell, under the name of ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish.”” This fact is 
undeniable. I pass over the defendants’ price lists and showcards, for, 
although they are of considerable importance, there is other evidence far 
stropger which proves the statement I have made. [His lordship referred 
to the evidence, and continued:—] I cannct therefore say that the dif- 
ferences between the bottles as sold are sufficient to prevent mistakes. 
They do not. What is the legal consequence? It follows from what I 
have stated in the earlier part of my judgment that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to be protected. The case falls within the principles acted upon 
im the Glenfield Starch case, the Excelsior White Soap case, Seizo v. Provi- 
somde, Angostura Bitters case, and the Stone Ale case, and Reddaway v. Ban- 
ham in the House of Lords. In most, if not in all, of these cases the 
defendants took care to put their own name on the goods they sold. 
It follows that the plaintiffs are entitled to be protected from what the 
defendants are doing. Stirling, J., has so decided, and has granted an 
injunction which is, in effect, an injunction not to restrain the defendants 
from selling their sauce as ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ without any qualification, 
but to restrain them from doing so without better distinguishing their 
sauce from the sauce made and sold by the plaintiffs. For tke reasons I 
have already given, my opinion is that the judgment appealed from is 
right, and that the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Kay and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., delivered judgments in which thef con- 
curred.—Counset, Moulton, Q.C., Buckley, Q.C., and Waggett ; Graham 
Hastings, Q.C., J. Cutler, and Hampson. Souscrrors, Thorowgood, Tabor, & 
Hardeastle, for Cooper & Co., Newcastle-under-Lyme; J. S. Salaman. 


[Reported by Azwotp Giovzz, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Ze DE HOGHTON, DE HOGHTON vc. DE HOGHTON—No. 2, 30th Marth. 


Ixtaxp Revenve—Lecacy Dvry—Svccession Dury—Tenant ror Lire 
semsectto Tzmu—Terxux Cuancep with Anxurry 1s Favour or—Trust 
von AcoumvuLation—Lzcacy Dery Act, 1845 (8&9 Vict. c. 76), 8. 4. 
This was an appeal from the decision of Stirling, J., 43 W. R. 630; 

1895, 2 Ch. 517. The question was whether legacy duty was payable 

under the following circumstances. Sir Henry De Hoghton, who died on 

the 2nd of December, 1876, by his will devised his estates to trustees, their 
heirs and assigns. to the use of the same persons, their executors, 
administrators, and assigns, for the term of 500 years, to commence from 
the testator’s decease, upon the trusts thereinafter declared concerning 
the tame, and, subject tc that term and to the trusts thereof, to the use 
of Sir Charles De Hoghton and his assigns for life, with certain remainders 
his isene in tail, with remainder to the use of Richard De Hoghton for 

, With similar remainders in tail, with remainder to the use of Sir 

De Hoghton for life. The trusts of the term were (inter alia) to 

a who for the time being should, subject to the term, be 

the will to the possession or receipt of the rents and 
estates an annuity which was, according to the age 

to be £1,000, £2,000, or £3,000 year. Subject to that 
were directed during the period of twenty-one years 
the testetor’s death to accumulate the rents and profite arising 
the hereditaments and premises comprised in the term, and apply 
the accumulations, upon trust to purchase land and settle 
same as nearly as posible in the same manner as the testator’s 
estates thereby devised, and after the determination of that period of 
tw -One years to pay the rente and profits to the person or persons 
for the time being entitled to the hereditaments and premises comprised 

im the term, and the reversion expectant on the term. ‘The will contained 

the usual powers of leasing. were to be exercisable during the 

period of twenty-one years just referred to, as well as during the minority | 
of amy ‘enant for life or tenant in tail, by the trustees of the term. The 

successive tenants for life were empowered to charge the estate with a 

rent-charge in favour of « wife and portions in favour of children, and 
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trust for accumulation. It was provided that no charge under any such 
appointment should take effect unless the person so charging, or some 
issue of such person, should become entitled to the rents and profits of the 
estate ; but, for the purposes of such proviso, the will was to be construed 
as if the term of 500 years had not been limited therein. Richard De 
Hoghton died in August, 1892, and Sir Charles De Hoghton on the 12th 
of April, 1893. The respondent, Sir James De Hoghton, thereupon 
became entitled to receive from the trustees an annuity of £3,000, and 
became tenant for life, subject to the term. The Legacy Duty Act, 1845 
(8 & 9 Vict. c. 76), by section 4, provides that every gift by any will which 
shall be payable out of, or charged or rendered a burden upon, the real or 
heritable estate of the testator, whether such gift be by way of annuity 
or in any other form, shall be deemed to be a legacy. Stirling, J., held 
that legacy duty was payable in respect of the annuity. The Com. 
missioners of Inland Revenue appealed, and contended that succession duty 
and not legacy duty was payable. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Herscugit, A. L. Surrn, and Ricny, L.JJ., Rigry, 
L.J., dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Herscuett said :—It cannot be denied that the gift in question 
comes primé facie within these words. But it is said to have been decided 
that where the gift, whether by way of annuity or otherwise, is char 
upon or payable out of the estate of the person to whom the gift is made 
the case is not within the statute. Since the Succession Duty Act came 
into operation there would in such a case be, it is said, a duty payable in 
respect of a succession under that Act, and prior to that Act no duty 
would have been payable in such a case. I will refer presently to the 
decision relied on. It has been often said that, in considering whether the 
case is within the Act relating to legacies or to successions, the substance of 
the matter must be looked at, and not the mere method of conveyancing 
by which the disposition of the testator’s estate is provided for. This is 
the more necessary, inasmuch as the Acts relate to Scotland as well as 
England, and the system of conveyancing and the rules by which it is 
governed are by no means identical in the two countries. Now, I should 
certainly not be disposed to dissent from the proposition that there may 
be cases in which a gift, being charged on and payable out of the estate 
of the person entitled to the gift, is therefore not subject to legacy duty. 
But the question is whether in the present case, when the substance of the 
matter is looked at and conveyancing forms are disregarded, the annuity 
to which the respondent is entitled is charged on or payable out of his 
estate in any sense which can give rise to such an exemption. When I 
speak of disregarding conveyancing forms I am, of course, alive to the fact 
that the language used must be looked at to see what is taken undera 
will, and that such language must have its natural legal effect. I merely 
wish to emphasize the point that you must get behind all that is technical, 
and find out what the substantial effect of the disposition is. The case is 
put for the appellants in this way. Sir James De Hoghton, it is said, is 
tenant for life of the estate, subject indeed to the term, but that is a mere 
piece of machinery to facilitate the scheme of the testator ; the annuity is 
charged none the less on the estate of which he is life tenant. Now, there 
may, no doubt, be many cases in which, notwithstanding a prior term, it 
would be quite proper for the purpose we are dealing with to regard the 
estate as that of the person entitled subject to the term, and 
to speak of an annuity charged on it as being payable out of 
his estate. But what is the state of things in the present 
case during twenty-one years from the death of the testator? The 
respondent is not entitled to enter into possession; he has no right to 
receive any of the rents or profits ; the management of the estate is vested 
by the will in the trustees; its administration does not rest with the 
respondent. As faras I can see, his right is to receive an annuity of 
£3,000 a year, and no more. During the period of twenty-one years from 
the testator’s death he can receive no more benefit from it than if he were 
a stranger to it altogether, and, unless he is alive at the expiration of 
the twenty-one years, no such right or benefit will ever accrue to him. 
He has, indeed, a power to charge the estate for certain purposes; but 
this is a power expressly conferred to charge the inheritance, and not 
merely his life estate. He acquires it by the express terms of the will, 
and does not derive it from the fact that, subject to the term, he is made 
life tenant. Under these circumstances, Jooking at the substance of the 
matter, I find myself quite unable to say that the annuity to which 
he is entitled is charged upon or payable out of his own estate in the sense 
to which I have referred. It is said that the effect of the will is the 
same as if the respondent had been entitled to receive the rents and 
profits of the estate, and to retain for his own use cach year £3,000 
thereof. I do not think this is so. He would then, at least, have 
been entitled to enter into receipt of the rents and profits, which 
he is not under the testator’s will. The rights which the respondent 
in fact possesses might, no doubt, have been conferred upon him in 
different ways. If the estate had been devised to the trustees absolutely, 
with directions to pay an annuity of £3,000 a year and accumulate the 
surplus income during twenty-one years, and then to settle the estate in 
rn a way that the same persons who are made tenants for life and in tail 
under the will should become tenants for life and in tail, the position of 
the respondent would have been in substance the same as at present. 
He would have received just the same benefit; his annuity would have 
been secured in the same way. But it would have been then impossible 
to contend that the annuity was charged on or payable out of his estate. 
If in that case he would have got just the same pecuniary benefit as 
at present, it seems to me to follow that in substance the estate 
on which his annuity is charged, and out of which it is pay- 
able, cannot for the we are considering be regar 
as his estate, It is true that, if the Re Clitheroe Estate (34 W. R. 189, 31 
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power of leasing conferred on the trustees by the will cannot be exercised 
without his consent. I must in this court take that case to have been 
decided. Ido not think the decision touches the question which 
ebave to determine. I think it is impossible to hold that, if this case 
not have been regarded before the Settled Land Act was passed as 
qne in which the annuity was payable out of the respondent’s own estate 
as to exempt it from Jegacy duty, it can be differently regarded now. 
If this be the result, it would be a strange effect, indeed, of legislation 
by quite different considerations. In my opinion the utmost 
diect of the Act can be to add the respondent for some purposes to the 
trastees of the will as a quasi statutory trastee, whose consent is necessary 
tocertain dealings with the property. The case relied on by the appel- 
jants is Shirley v. Earl Ferrers (1 Ph. 167), decided by Lord Lyndhurst. It 
arose under the earlier Act relating to legacy duty, the 58 Geo. 3, c. 184, 
put there is no distinction for the present purpose between this and the 
jater statute. [After referring to the facts of that case, his lordship 
said:—] It does not seem to me to be an authority which compels us to 
hold that the annuity is exempt from legacy duty because it is charged 
upon and payable out of the respondent’s estate. I do not, of course, for 
amoment question that the respondent is tenant for life, subject to the 
term, and that he has ao such certain rights. He could, as suggested, in 
some circumstances join in barring the entail, and when that was done 
in putting an end to the trust for accumulation. But the statute creating 
the legacy duty applies in terms to the annuity in question ; there is no 
exception in the statute which excludes it. In Shirley v. Earl Ferrers an 
tion was implied where the annuity was ch on and payable out 
of the annuitant’s estate. I am bound to admit this exception in such a 
case as was then in question. In the present case I do not think the 
annuity was charged on or payable out of the respondent’s estate in any 
sense in which such an exception could reasonably be engrafted upon the 
words of the statute which we have to construe. 
A. L. Smrru, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Rieny, L.J., after pointing out that the tenant for life in possession, 
subject to the term, was the person who, under the old law, would have 
ea tenant to the precipe, and was now protector of the settlement, and 
he and the first remainderman in tail could, by a disentailing deed, make 
themselves entitled to the whole fee simple, subject only to charges taki 
effect in priority to their estates, and so put an end altogether to the 
trusts for accumulation during the residue of the term of twenty-one 
years, if they were so minded, and could put an end to the trusts for 
yment of an annuity to the immediate freeholder, said that for himself 
Coal see no escape from the conclusion that Sir Janfes being, on the 
death of his brother Charles, seised in possession of the immediate estate 
of freehold, the annuity given to him was nothing more than a return of 
part of the produce of his life estate so as to take effect out of the life 
estate limited to him. He thought, therefore, that the principle laid down 
in Shirley v. Earl Ferrers applied, and that legacy duty was not payable. 
—Counset, Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Graham 
Hastings, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce. Souticrrors, The Solicitors to the Inland 
Revenue ; Rowcliffes, Rawle, § Co. 
[Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TREVOR v. HUTCHINS—No. 2, 25th March. 


ApministTRATION—DgprTor AND CREDITOR—STATUTE-BARRED Dgent—Fvnp IN 
Cournt—Rucut or Rerarner. 


ge from a decision of Stirling, J. An action was in 1875 brought 
for the execution of the trusts of a deed of arrangement for the benefit of 
creditors executed by a firm of Tulloch, Brodie, & Co., who had failed in 
1807. By his certificate, dated the 2nd of August, 1883, the chief clerk 
found, in answer to inquiries which were directed in the action, that 
certain sums were due to George Hartwell, the last surviving partner of 
several firms who were creditors of Tulloch, Brodie, & Co. Such amounts 


were ordered to be carried over to the account of the legal al repre- 
sentative of George Hartwell, when constituted. George Hartwell died in 
1842 insolvent, and indebted to his son Francis Hartwell. Francis Hart- 


well died in 1867, and his will was duly proved by his son Francis Grant 
Hartwell, the executor named therein. Francis Grant Hartwell on the 
ard of July, 1890, took out letters of administration de bonis non to the 
estate of George Hartwell. He had since died, having by his will 
appointed his wife, Elizabeth Hartwell, his sole executrix.. She thus 
became legal personal representative of both and Francis 
Hartwell. An inquiry having been directed as to the persons en- 
titled, and in what shares and proportions, to the share of George 
Hartwell, Francis Grant Hartwell claimed to be entitled, as adminis- 
trator of George Hartwell under the grant of the 3rd of July, 1890, 
to set up a right of retainer in respect of the debt due from George 
to Francis Hartwell. Stirling, J., being of opinion that the debt was 
statute-barred, refused to order the fund to be paid out to the adminis- 
trator, in order to enable him to acquire a right of retainer, such right 
being an anomaly, and one which ought not to be extended. The 
administrator appealed, and urged that he was the only n who could 
give a good discharge in the action for the money standmg to the credit 
of the action. There was no reason for suiog before, because this was a 
windfall coming in to the estate aftera long lapse of time. The following 
cases were referred to: Re Jones, Calver v. Laxton (34 W. R. 249, 31 Ch. 
D. 440), Richmond v.” White (27 W. R. 878, 12 Ch. D. 881), Ley v. 
Duckett (Or, & Ph. 305), Peacock v. Saggers (4 De G, F. & J. 406), 


( 
Coombs v, Coombs (L. R. 1 P. & Dz 288, 14 W. R. Dig. 23), In the Goods of 
Brackenbury (25 W. R. 698, 2 Pro. Div. 272). 
Tux Covrr (Livpuay, Kay, and A. L. Sairn, L.JJ.), without calling 
Upon the res 
Linviey, 


ndents, dismissed the appeal. 
.J., pointed out that the order for the inquiry as to the per- 
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very peculiar combination of the court not to 
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of the inquiry which was ordered in her presence or in that of her pre- 
. ‘There was no principle which compelled the court to assisi a 
person to get into the posi exercise.a right of retainer. 


i 
E 
ge 


Kay, LJ , € himself as of the same opinion, 
fund, being in court and carried to a separate account, 
touched except under an order of the Chancery Division 
consequently this application was made in C 
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de bonis non of George who said: ‘I also & person who 
perenne reba hy gag Want yy SS 
the statute ago; but I say as 

tative of George Haztwall, Tam entitled to have this fund banded 
om ime Homatee whet I: am © do, wih. 6, | om, eniie 
ve it handed out to me, mean, course, exercise 
retainer when I get it, which will then arise for the first time, and I will 
pay myself out in full—the fund is not more than enough to do that 
and w! else is entitled L do not-care.” The rule. in Loy v. Duckett 
(ubi supra), that the court would not pay out under euch circumstances, but 
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try and find out who were entitled to it, did not 
representative of George Hartwell, who was now dead, was before the 
court on the hearing of a petition by who 

interest in the fund and asked to have it, or part of it, paid out to him. 


The court then, in the presence of the 

directed an inquiry as to who were beenetity arama Dy the fund, 
By the admission of the present the answer to that inquiry 
would certainly leave her out because she admitted that the 
pre tena long bared. Hila londabip ded ae ae DaarG came 
enco ve 

that a court of equity would under any oye Eo 
to have the fund in order that she exercise & of 

oust the other creditors. Would it ever do so,after such an inquiry as 
that directed? His lordship thought not, and that wasa complete answer 


to that appeal. 
A. L. on, L.J., concurred. dismissed.—Counsan, Buekley, 
., and Brabent. Soxicrrors, Bone 


Q.C., and Faweus; Graham Hastings, 
$ Heppell ; Shearman § Rayner. 
[Reported by W Sua.ioress Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.} 

THE COMMITTEE OF LONDON CLEARING BANKERS +». THE COM- 
MISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE—No. 2, 25rd March, 
TRANSFER ORDER—WHETHER OR NoT 4 Brut or Excuancr—Sore Pra- 

posk oy Rewmrrine Monsy—Sramp Act, 1891, s. 32. 
the Committee of London Clearing 


Stamp Act, 1891, s. 32, and, if so, whether 
of stamp duty either at the fixed rate of one penny 
the 25th of October, 1894, two instruments. were presented on. behalf 
the Committee of London Clearing Bankers to the commissioners for their 
opinion as to the duty with which they were chargeable. 


The 
a copy of one of such i m 2 
— me Lendon, Aug, 31, 1894, 


“046,713. 
“To the Cashiers of the Bank of England. 
“Transfer from our account to the account of the Commissioners of 


(ants Ite tay and twenty-five pounds sixteen shillings and sevenpence. 
ae Barclay, Bevan, Tritton, Ransom, Bouverie, and 


“W. B. Pranman.” 
This instrument bore upon it two impressions of the words “ Duty 
from a rubber stamp, being the offldial mark of en, 
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Messrs. Barclay & Co. to an officer of Customs in exchange for their cus- 

tomer’s cheque on them for the amount of Customs duty on other -_ 

miring to be cleared, and that this order was delivered by the Com- 

ers of Customs to the Bank of England. On the 9th of August, 

1894, the Commissioners of Inland Revenue issued a circular to bankers, 
of which the following is a copy :— 

‘The attention of the Board of Inland Revenue has been drawn to the 
fact. that certain bankers, when ing money to the account of that 
revenue by draft of transfer from an account at the Bank of England or 
by ordinary draft, omit to stamp the draft. The Board conceive that the 
omiesion arises from a misapprehension of the terms and effect of 
exemption 10, under the head ‘ Bill of Exchange,’ in the schedule to the 
Stamp Act, 1891, and desire to point out that that exemption is confined 
to the remittance of money which is money standing to a revenue account 
prior to remittance, and that they will not accept any such draft as above 
referred to when unstamped.”’ 

The Commissioners expressed their opinion that each of the instruments 
was a bill of exchange payable on demand within the meaning of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, and properly stamped with the duty of one penny. The 
Committee of London Clearing Bankers declared themselves dissatisfied 
with the determination of the commissioners, on the grounds, first, that 
the instruments are not bills of exchange within the meaning of the Stamp 
Act, 1891; and, secondly, that, if they are, they fall within exemption 
No. 10, under the head ‘‘ Bill of Exchange,”’ in the first schedule to that 
Act, in favour of “‘ bill drawn in the United Kingdom for the sole purpose 
of remitting money to be placed to any account of public revenue,’ and 
they required the commissioners to state a case for the opinion of the court, 
which was accordingly done. The Stamp Act, 1891, s. 32, imposes a penny 
stamp on a bill of exchange “‘ payable on demand,’”’ and an ad valorem 
stamp on a bill of exchange “‘of any other kind.’’ There are various 
exemptions, among which is (10) ‘‘ Bill drawn in tne United Kingdom for 
the sole purpose of remitting money to be placed to any account of public 
revenue.”’ The Divisional Court held that the documents in question were 
bills of exchange within section 32 of the Stamp Act, 1891, and that they 
os not fall oo the 10th exemption. The committee appealed against 


Lispizy, L.J., said that the Stamp Act, 1891, required that bills of 
exchange should be stamped, and divided bills of exchange into two 
Classese—bills which were to beara penny stamp, and bills which were 
to be stamped with ad valorem stamps. The first class were in the Act 
called bills of exchange payable on demand, and the second class 
were referred to as other bills of exchange. His lordship referred to 
section 32 of the Act, and pointed out that it comprised documents which 
would not in ordinary parlance be called bills of exchange either at com- 
mon law or under the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, but all these docu- 
ments were to bestamped. His lordship then referred to the documents 
in question, and held that they fell within the definition of a bill of ex- 
change contained in section 32, and were therefore taxable under the Act, 
and that as they were obviously payable on demand they ought to be 
stamped with a penny stamp. On the question whether the documents in 

fell within the 10th exemptioz his lordship held that, as the real 

purpose for which the documents were drawn was to get the dutiable 

cleared by the Customs officers, it could not be said that the docu- 

ments were drawn for the sole purpose of remitting money to be placed to 

any account of public revenue, In his lordship’s opinion the appeal ought 
to be dismissed. 

Kayand A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Cohen, Q.C., and 
H. Tindal Atkinson ; Sir R. BE. Webster, A.G., and Danckwerts. Soxticrtors, 
Murray, Hutchins, Sterling, § Murray ; Solicitors of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Txoursoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


vo. WESTMINSTER BRYMBO COAL, &c., c0.—Chitty, J., 
3lst March. 

Tresrass—Inxitry to Lanp—Damaces—Wronorvt Trerixc or Spor on 

Lawp—Measvre or Damaces. 


This was a summons to vary the report of the official referee. At the 
trial before Romer, J., the defendants claimed title to certain land by 
virtue of an alleged t, but it was held that there was no such 

By the j ent it was declared that the land belonged to 

plaintiffs, and that the defendants had been guilty of committing a 

the land by tipping or depositing thereon spoil or other 

ee depos ta gaan 1 oe Geet o yep them from further 

or upon the any or other material. It was 

further ordered that the defendants shoul. deliver possession of the land 

to the plaintiffs; and an inquiry was directed what, if any, sum of money 

Was proper to be awarded to be paid by the defendants to the plaintiffs 

by way of damages for ony Ser sustained by the plaintiffs since the 
death of their predecessor in title by reason of the defendants’ t 

sees os Carediing spel or other material upon the land. The form of 

be inquiry left open the question of the measure of . In answer 

he official referee made a special report—first, that the sum 

oe fe be wee P7 way of damage was the sum of £200; secondly, that 

by their trespasses rendered land belonging to the 

plaintiffs, 1a. 3r. 9p. in extent, valueless for 7 but tipping purposes ; 

aud, thirdly, that in essexsing the £200 he taken as the measure of 

—, the diminished value of the plaintiffs’ land, in extent la. 3r. 9p., 

In arriving at the £200 the referee 


: 


by | trustees were entitled to be indemnified. 


————= 
contended that the proper measure was the reasonable value of the lang 
for tipping purposes, which was treated by the referee as £500 per aore 
such being the purposes for which the defendants actyally used the lang! 
Of the total area of the land, 3r. 20p. had been covered by the defendants 
with spoil; the remaining portion, 3r. 29p., was still available for tipping 
purposes, but for no other purpose. 

Curry, J., said that the question was, What was the measure of dam. 
ages in the circumstances of the case? The referee had followed the 
ordinary rule in actions for injury to land. See Mayne on Damages, 5th 
ed., p. 480. Ought the value of the land for tipping purposes to hayes 
been taken into consideration in assessing the damage? The plaintiff, 
relied on the decisions in reference to mining operations as shewing the 
true principle. In Martin v. Porter (5 M. & W. 351), Parke, B., directed 
the jury that the plaintiff was entitled to compensation for the defendant 
passing through his coal mine with coals gotten from his own mines, and 
ought to pay as for a way-leave. Under the leave given to move to 
reduce the damages, the point whether this direction was right might have 
been raised ; but it was not raised on the motion made. His lordship 
referred also to the decisions in Jegon v. Vivian (19 W. R. 365, L. R. 6 Ob, 
742) and Fothergill v. Phillips (L. R. 6 Ch. 770, 20 W. R. Ch. Dig. 121), 
and the distinction taken in such cases between ‘‘ innocent’’ and “ wil. 
ful’’ or ‘‘ guilty” trespassers. Did the principle of the way-leave cases 
apply to a case of tipping? The principle was that a wrongdoer should 
not make a profit out of his own wrong, and that the value of the land 
for the purposes for which it was actually used by the wrongdoer ought 
to be taken into consideration. In the case of tipping the use was on the 
surface and open, and in the present case the plaintiffs appeared to have 
been aware that the tipping was going on. But that made no substane 
tial difference, and his lordship thought that the principle did apply, and 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to damages on the basis of what would be 
a reasonable sum to be paid for the use of their land by the defendants for 
tipping purposes. The plaintiffs were not entitled to any interest, and, 
the injunction restraining the defendants from further tipping on the 
land, damages should be on the higher footing in respect of so much only 
of the land as had been actually used by the defendants for tipping. In 
respect of the remainder of the land the defendants ought to pay on the 
footing of the diminished value of the land to the plaintiffs.—Covnsz1, 
F. Thompson; C. A. Russell. Soutcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Evan 
Morris § Co., Wrexham; Norris, Aliens, § Chapman, for J. B. Pellett, Man- 
chester. 

[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.?} 
e 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re MARGETTS (TAXATION)—27th and 31st March. 


Soxicrron—Costs—TaxaTion — SEVERAL Brrts—One BARRED BY THE 
Statute or Luurations—Common Ornpger To Tax—Serverat Lots 
PcrcuasEp—ONE on More BIt1s. 


This was an application on the part of A. M. Margetts to review the 
taxation of certain bills of costs. It appeared that Messrs. H. C. and A. 
C. Margetts acted as solicitors for the applicant in respect of several 
matters, and delivered to her on the 26th of November, 1895, six bills of 
costs; the first of which was for work done between December, 1888, and 
October, 1889, though on the face of it it appeared to be for work done 
down to March, 1890. On the 19th of December, 1895, the common 
order to tax the siz bills was obtained. On taxation objection was 
taken to the first bill on the ground that it was statute barred, and 
the taxing master certified that the bill was statute barred, but 
notwithstanding he allowed the bill. A second question was raised in 
reference to one of the other bills. It was for charges and disbursements 
as to the purchase of four lots of land of which the purchase prices were 
respectively £105, £100, £10, and £50, and which the applicant contended, 
though not bought together, were the subject of one transaction; but in 
respect of which the taxing master held that the solicitors were entitled to 
cherge for each lot the minimum charge of £5 or £3 as provided for by 
rule 8 of Schedule 1, part 1, of the General Order made in pursuance of 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, on the ground that each lot hada 
separate and distinct title, with separate abstracts which had to be 
investigated. 

Kexewicu, J., said:—On such questions as this first question it 8 
the practice of the judges of the Chancery Division to refer to the 
taxing master to ascertain whether there was any settled practice 
in the taxing office ia relation thereto; and his lordship had s0 
done, and found there was no settled practice. In Curwen v. Milburn 
(38 W. R. 49) it was held that the taxing master ought to tax all 
the items of the bill without regard to the statute of limitations, because 
the object was to ascertain the amount for which a lien was claimed, and 
in Budgett v. Budgett (43 W. R. 167) the taxing master rightly taxed 
statute-barred costs which retiring trustees claimed the right to retain out 
of the trust estate, as there the question was in respect of what the 
These two cases went a long 
way towards deciding.that the taxing master was correct. The point his 
lordship had to deal with was whether the taxing master ought to tax 
statute-barred costs. Convenience points to taxing. Whether they 
ought to be paid when taxed was a guestion for the court to determine. 
The taxing master should deal with the items and say what ought to be 
allowed, and not consider whether anything ought to be recovered. If there 


had been a fixed practice in the office, it should be followed ; but as there 
is not, his lordsbip was of opinion that this was the balance of convenience. 





c the defendants’ t , 
to have taken the land at ite agricultural value. The plaintiffs 


Ought these particular costs to be paid? ‘The order to tax was the common 
order with the usual submig:ion to pay what should appear to be due 
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There were no special conditions annexed, no exception as to disputing 
yetainer or otherwise. What was the right of the client under such an 
onder? He is bound to pay all costs properly incurred. There is no 
jnjustice in that. He has the bills, and must know what business was done. 
fle applies with his eyes open, and submits to pay what is due. The 
statute did not bar the debt, but merely the remedy. The more 
gnvenient construction of the order was that what was found on 
taxation to be due was to be paid. The client submitted to pay what 
was found due on taxation. If he had wished to raise the statute, 
that should have been done by a special order. As regards the second 

tion, if the solicitor had been instructed to complete these purchases 
at separate intervals, so that each was completed before the other, the 
argument for the applicant would be untenable. Where there was one 
yendor of several properties and the same solicitor acting for him, so that 
the purchaser’s solicitor had less trouble and his work largely reduced, 
such a proposition was not unreasonable. But the rules must be applied 

rally, and fine distinctions were impossible. Where, as in this case, 
each lot had a separate title, a separate abstract, and each title was 
investigated, the solicitor was entitled to the minimum scale fee in each 
case. Summons refused with costs.—Counset, J. Ashton Cross; T. L. 
Wilkinson. Soxrcrrors, Patersons, Snow, Blozam § Kinder ; H. Reid, for 
E. C. Margctts § Son, Chatteris. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law. } 





County Courts. 
HUNT v. GOLDBY—Brompton, 10th February. 
PrincivaL AND AGENT—CoMMISSION—CLAIM FOR SERVICES. 


His Hcnour Judge Stonor.—The defendant in this action (remitted 
from the High Court) was desirous in July last of becoming the tenant of 
premises known as Ashburton House, situate at Walham Green, and 
requested the plaintiff to endeavour to obtain a lease for him from the 
owners, Robert Calcutt and others, trustees of the Butchers’ Charitable 
Institution, which the plaintiff promised to do; and in consideration of 
which promise the defendant gave the plaintiff the following document, 
signed by him:— 

“To Mr. G. Hunt. “*July Ist, 1895. 

“TI, G. H. Goldby, promise that in the event of the said G. Hunt 
obtaining possession of the Ashburton House, Walham Green,’’ [no doubt, 
for the said G. H. Goldby] ‘‘ to give him the sum of £50, as agreed.”’ 

And the defendant, at the same time, paid the plaintiff £1, which, the 
— deposes, was on account of the said sum of £50; whichI find to 

ve been the case, although the defendant deposes that it was only a loan 
to the plaintiff. The plaintiff at once communicated with the trustees of 
the said institution, and subsequently the defendant was put, through his 
instrumentality, in communication with the trustees po their solicitors. 
Previously to the date of the agreement the defendant was ignorant what 
was the tenure of the trustees and what lease they would be able to give 
him. After some negotiation, the trustees verbally to give, and the 
defendant verbally agreed to accept, a lease of the said premises for the 
term of fifteen years and a quarter from the 24th of June last, at the 
yearly rent of £110; and the trustees’ solicitors at the defendant’s request 
sent him the draft of the lease for his approval, which he returned shortly 
after without alteration or observation, and the solicitors had it engrossed 
and executed -by the trustees, and named a day for the defendant to 
call and receive the same and execute a counterpart there- 
of. The defendant called on the day named, but did not 
bring any money with him to pay for the costs of the lease, 
and said that he would call again in two days with the money, and com- 
plete the transaction. He failed to keep that appointment, and subse- 
quently repudiated the verbal agreement for the lease into which he had 
entered. The trustees were at that time and subsequently perfectly 
willing to carry out their agreement, and to give the defendant possession 
of the premises. The plaintiff now claims £49, the balance of the £50 
promised to be paid to him in the event of the plaintiff ‘‘ obtaining 
possession of the premises’’—of course, for the defendant, as I have 
already remarked. ‘The defendant denies his indebtedness on two 
grounds: (1) That he in fact never obtained possession of the premises, 
and (2) that in the draft lease and the lease as engrossed, the house and 
buildings in question, and rather more than half the land held therewith, 
was granted to him for the agreed term, but that only the user of the 
temainder of such land ‘‘ during the tenancy of the lessors,’’ which it 
Brant by evidence at the hearing was that of quarterly tenants under 

e Metropolitan District Railway Co. The defendant’s attention does 
not appear to have been drawn ye f to this portion of the draft lease ; 
but the defendant admitted that he had read the draft lease carefully, and 
could not deny that he had fully understood the portion of it which 
related to the user of the last-mentioned premises. On the 29th of July, 
1895, the plaintiff wrote to the defendant for a cheque for £50, less £1 
already paid, and not receiving an answer he wrote on the 4th of August 
that he purposed to call on the defendant for the same, to which the 
defendant replied by return of post asking the plaintiff ‘‘ kindly to defer 
calling until after the Bank Holiday (say), Wednesday morning.’’ The 

aintift called on that day, but failed to obtain payment. The defendant, 

his affidavit under order 14, relied on the first grounds of defence, but 
not on the second. Upon consideration it appears to me that this case 
must be regarded as an ordinary case of commission between principal 
and agent, and to fall within the principle established by the cases of 

i v. Lamb (17 O. B. N. 8. 603), and Prickett.v. Badger (82 L. J. R. 
0.P., p. 83), There a vendor refused to sell to a purchaser, whom an 





agent had procured, and who was to complete, and it was held that 
the agent was not entitled to his pene bu but only to a reasonable 
compensation for the trouble he had taken in procuring a purchaser. 
Now, I take it that if the case had been reversed, and a purchaser who 
had employed an agent had failed to complete under similar circumstances, 
the agent would only have been entitled to recover from the purchaser in 
like manner for his services on a quantum meruit, and I also take it 
that for the present a landlord and tenant are in the 
same position as a vendor and a purchaser. I therefore think that 
the plaintiff is only entitled to a compensation for his services 
in the present case. The only material distinction between the cases 
which I can see is that one is a contract for payment of the usual 
commission, and the other of a fixed sum and on which a deposit of £1 
had been paid, but I cannot think that this is material. There is, of 
course, another possible view of this case—viz., that the agreement was 
not for the payment of a commission on the defendant obtaining a lease 
and possession as desired by him, but a conditional promise to pay the 
plaintiff £50 in the event of the plaintiff at any time obtaining on 
of the premises in question for the defendant for any term or intereet 
whatever ; but this view appears to me to be almost absurd. At all events 
as the event has not yet happened and may yet happen during the joint 
lives of the plaintiff and defendant, no action can lie at present, 
although it may hereafter, and if the plaintiff now recover damages for his 
services in lieu of the sum of £50 to be paid, he thereby admits it to 
have been a commission which has not become due, and the action can 
never lie. Ifthe plaintiff desires he can have a nonsuit and retain all his 
rights under the agreement whatever they may be, and I shall give no 
costs against him, but otherwise I shall find for the plaintiff on a quantum 
meruit for £2, and give him costs on the her scale, inasmuch as the 
damages for labour and services are unliquidated, and the action also 
involves “‘ a difficult point of law ’’ and one of ‘‘ interest to a class or body 
of persons” under section 119 of the County Courts Act, 1888. Judgment 
for plaintiff, with £2 damages and costs on B Scale.—Covnszt, 
Mallinson ; Rolland. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of 
the society should be held in January and April, a —— general 
meeting of the members of the society will be held, in hall of the 
society, on Friday, the 24th of April next, at two o’olock precisely, to 
consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned, and of which notice has 


been duly given. 
Tus Lone Vacation. 

The Prestpent will call the attention of the meeting to the fact that the 
council, after full consideration, did not deem it expedient to adopt the 
following resolution passed at the special general meeting held on the 3ist 
of January last, viz. :—‘‘ That the rescission of Order 64, rules 4 and 
5, of the Rules of the Supreme Court is desirable, and that the council be 
requested to bring this resolution to the notice of the Rule Committee.”’ 


Notice or Annuat General Meerine. 

Mr. Harvey Currton will move :—‘* That twenty-eight days’ direct 
notice be given to members of the date of the annual general meeting of 
the society ; that such notice contain an intimation of the vacancies on 
the council, and a notice that nominations of members to fill such 
vacancies must be sent to the office of the society fourteen clear days 
before the date of the meeting; and that the bye-laws be altered 


accordingly.” 
Lzcat Epveation. 

Mr. Cuartzs Forp will ask whether the latest method of education 
ound ty So teity See , or is likely to prove, 
less of a failure than the system which it su’ . 

Unaqvuatirigp PRactrriongrs. 

Mr. Cuar.es Forp will ask whether the council will inquire into the 
truth of an alleged practice by which treasury clerks who are not solicitors 
are in the habit of instructing counsel, and also of conducting cases before 
magistrates. 

r. Barry Counen will move :—“ That, in the opinion of this society, 
a reform is desirable in the administration and — existing in 
the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of J Sa 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 2 


The usual monthly meéting of the board of directors of this association 
was held, at the Law Institution, lane, London, on Wednesday, 
other directors 


the 8th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the . The t 
were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. M. Wm. Geare, — 
Harris (Leicester), J. H. Kays, H Roscoe, W. Stone (Tun- 


bridge Wells), R. W. Tweedie, F. T. 
tary). A sum of £290 was distributed in 
bers were admitted to the association, 





—_ 





On the 6th inst. Mr. Inderwick, Q.C., was elected mayor for the 
‘ancient town of Winchelsea and its liberties.” _ Times says -— 








Mr. Inderwick largely instrumental in retaining the privileges of 
| the only unreformed cocpecntion tn the kingdloan. 
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COURT PAPERS. . 
‘HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Srrrmes, 1896. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


JupcE Ex.ison, the judge of the Sheffield and Rotherham County Qvurt 
‘| (District No. 13), died on the 7th inst. in London. He was the secong 
son of Mr. Michael E. Ellison, of Sheffield, and was educated at 8t, 
Mary’s College, Oscott, and was called to the bar on the 30th of Janu. 
ary, 1844. He was appointed a judge of his late circuit in 1863. 


GENERAL. 


It is announced that, pursuant to the 75th section of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1873, the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence 
of the Lord Chief Justice, has fixed Monday, the 27th inst., at the Houss 
of Lords, at 11 o’clock, for the assembly of a council of the judges of the 
Supreme Court to consider the subject of the circuits of the judges and 
other matters. 


In addressing the Grand Jury at the Birmingham Sessions on Thursday, 
Mr. Dugdale, the Recorder, animadverted upon the Criminal Evidence 
Bill now before Parliament. He said the privilege accorded by the 
measure of allowing a prisoner to give evidence in his own behalf without 
being subjected to cross-examination as to character and antecedents 
would be dangerous to the interests of truth, and he trusted public criti- 
cism would prevent this. 


The Green Bag says :—A story is told of one of her Majesty’s judges who 
is as remarkable for the quickness of his eyes and ears as for the keen- 
ness of his intellect. The other day a stranger in court, espying a friend, 
addressed him in a stage whisper with: ‘‘ Hallo, old man! I haven't seen 
you lately. Are youall right?’’ The remark was hardly heard beyond 
the nearest bystanders, and there was consequently considerable bewil- 
derment among those engaged in the case before the court when the 
judge, looking up from his notes, observed: ‘‘ If the old man is all right, 
he had better go outside and say so.’’ 








One of the most successful of Messrs. H. E. Foster & Oranfield’s 
eg sales (No. 568) was held on Thursday, the 2nd inst., at the 
, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., when a total of £19,450 was obtained. 
The following are some of the prices realized :—Absolute reversion to one- 
third share of a moiety of about £40,000, sold for £4,000; absolute rever- 
sion to one-third of a y of £30,000, sold for £5,350; absolute rever- 
sion to one-third share of brewery shares and freehold residence, value 
£9,000, sold for £1,000; reversion to one-fourth share of an estate, value 
about £48,000, invested in first-class railway and other stocks, sold for 
44,600; reversion to one-eighth share in same estate, sold for £2,675; 
absolute reversion to a moiety of American railway bonds, &c., value 
£1,312, with mortgage debt for £320, sold for £515 ; life policy for £1,000 
in Scottish Provident Institution, life 60, sold for £840 ; life policy 
for £1,000 in Mutual Assurance ty, life aged 38, sold for £130; 
life policy for in Guardian Life Office, age 60, sold for £140; shares 
of £10 each (£7 paid) in H. R. Baines & Co. (Limited) (Graphic and Daly 
Graphic new! ), sold for £50 ‘per share. Since the auction one of 
the three lots t in—a life policy for £2,000 in the Economic Life 
Office on life 58—has been sold privately for £950. The total result 
achieved, therefore, stands at £20,400. 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Fruwway, April 3. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES, 
Lauireo in Onanceny, 
Baewery Jowr Brock Bravicars, Laurren—Petition for winding up, pr ted March 
Airected to be heard on April 15, Robinson & Stannard, 19, Rastcheap, Notice 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Caxton Paurrins asp Pustisnise Couvany, Lanrren—Petition for winding up, pocceatal 
March 26, directed to be heard on April 16, Beyfus & Beytua, 60, Lincoln's nahi 
whos tor petor, Notice of ap ng must reach the abovenamed not later thas 
JS dots in the afternoon of Apri ” 

Onows Lease Puovarwr any Couvany, Linvrev—Oreditor are required, on or before May 
i,w cond tele nasnes and Adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, @ 
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Edmund Winter, 1, Northumberland avenue. Romer & Haslam, Copthall 
, solors for liquidator ’ 

Faoonnurst SHIP Company, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before p~ me 18, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or , to F. 
Gittins, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool } ‘ 

Fossick & Co, Lim1rep—Creditors are required, on or before May 16, to send their names 
and , and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Edmund Lucas, 145, 
Cannon st. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors to the liquidator 

Gsear Western Sreamsnir Company, Luursp—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
daims, to Mark Whitwill, William Butler, William Howell — William Lane, 
Henry Wethered, and George White, Grove avenue, Queen sq, Bristol. Press & Co, 
Bristol, solors for the liquidators : - 

Iospox MorraaGce Bankinc Company, Liwrrgp—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Cooper Corbidge, 19a, Coleman st ? ; 

NewaRk AND SHEFFIELD Breweries Company, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
daims, to William Henry Norledge, Newark-upon-Trent _ 

Ysavon Gas Retort Synpicare, Limrrsp—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Kettlewell, Carpet Warehouseman, and Henry M. Thorne, Cocoa Manufacturer, Leeds. 
Bowling & Son, Leeds, solors for the liquidators 

County Patatine or LANCASTER. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Mascuester Reat Prorerty Company, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented - 
1, directed to be heard at the Assize Courts, Strangeways. Manchester, on April 14. 
Rowley & Co, 2, Clarence bldgs, Booth st, Manchester, solors for petnrs. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in \the afternoon of 


April 13 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Sours Normanton Mount Tasor Mave anv Femare Frrenpty Benerit Society, Mount 
Tabor Methodist Free Church, South Normanton, Alfreton, Derby. March 25 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep 1x CHANCERY. 
Autaxce Coytractixe Compayy, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented April 1, 
irected to be heard on April 15. Hepburn & Davison, 10, Westbourne-grove, W., 
solors for petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of April 14 
Buack Horse Exrenpep Proprietary Synpicate, Limrrev—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts 
or claims, to John William Jefferies, 164, Gresham House, Old Broad st. Braithwaite, 
4, Throgmorton avenue, solor : 
Csxtrat Gravine Dock ayp EneinrerinG Company, Lontep—C. are required, on 
or before May 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Mr. Henry Heywood, Exchange bldgs, Mount Stuart sq, Cardiff. Ingle- 
dew & Sons, Cardiff, solors to the liquidator : 
Danizu. Marsuayt, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, pt ted April 1, directed to be 
before Vaughan Williams, J., on April 15. Holmes & Son, 34, Clement’s lane, 
Lombard st, solors. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of April 9 
Hyeresic CanpLe anp Nicur Licur Compayy, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
daims, to H. H. Wells & Son, 16, Paternoster row, solors to the liquidators 
Inpgntors Unio, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 2, directed to be heard 
on April 15. Hamlin & Co, 9, Fleet st, agents for Wood & Co, Manchester, solors for 
the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of April 14 : 
Josserx Westwoop & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 1, directed to 
be heard on April15. H. A. Graham, 27, Chancery-lane, solor for petnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


April 14 
, FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Saycruary Victoria Ancient Onver or Suepaervs Farenpiy Society, Foresters’ Hall, 
High st, Canterbury, Kent. March 30 


Ait, 














Warninc TO INTENDING House Purcnasrrs AND Lessges.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Avvr.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, March 27. 
Baoavaenr, Samvet, Southport April 30 Welsh v Broadbent, Registrar, Liverpool 
McMaster, Liverpool 
London Gasette.—Turspay, March 31. 
Resuroy, Wi.tiam, Bradford, Ironfounder May 5 Rushton v Rushton, Chitty, J 
Rushton, care of Sidney Perkins, 17, Furnival st, Holborn 


Waker, Wiuiiam, Bolton, Lancaster, Commission Agent April 28 Mottram v Dear- 
den, Registrar, Manchester Walker, Bolton 


Wensrex, Paut, Padiham, Lancaster, Chemist April 27 Wilkinson v Webster, Regis- | 


trar, Preston Waddington, Burnley 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 3. 
Apams, Mary Jaye, Brighton May1 Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Aten, James, Radcliffe, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer May 5 Alfred Grundy & Co, 


pate. Jos, Newport (Mon), Gardener April15 Roger Evans, Newport 

Baxer, Tuomas, Park pl, Upper Baker st May1 Toovey, Orchard st 

Burrow, Tuomas, Bristol, Tailor May18 Tarr & Arbell, Bristol 

Boors, Ricuarp, Atherton, Lancs May3 Watkins & Co, Atherton 

Carrey, Hexay Josern, Milton next Gravesend May9 Hilder, Jermyn st, St James's 
a | Gosees Marraras, Hertford, Licensed Victualler May 5 Wells & Coulthard, 


Davies, Jony, Liverpool May1 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 
Masgeres, Jacos Bueno pr, Gower House Hotel, Gower st, Merchant May 2) Lamley 


ley, Old Jewry 
Fisuer, Joux, Goosnargh, Lancs April 24 Rawsthorn & Co, Preston 


Fouraces, Caro.tne, Milverton, Somerset May1 Bere, Weston super Mare 

Gittsox, Joszrn, Newark upon Trent, Gent April 10 Newton, Newark upon Trent 
Hoorsr, James, Bath, Esq May1S King & Co, Bath 

Hooper, Jouy, Kilmington, Somerset, Yeoman Aprili4 Rutter & Rutter, Wincanton 
J aan ees Jemes, Denny st, Lambeth, Dairyman Mayi1 Lawrence, Essex st, 


omer ~ Captain Cianesce Peter Trevetyay, Wilton crescent April 30 Dale & Co, 


Leu, James Wiii14M, Cheltenham, Glos May 10 Heath, Cheltenham 


loom, Victoria Jane, Haydon Bridge, Northumbrid May 12 8M &JB Benson, 
ement’s inn 
Lysacut, Jouy, Suffolk, Esq Juneil Press & Co, Bristol 


Massey, Wii114M, Melbourne, York, Farmer April 30 S Powell, Pocklington 
wim, Jouy, Blyth, Northumbrid, Licensed Victualler May 15 Wilkinson & Marshall, 
ewcastl 


ie upon Tyne 
Marruews, Tuomas, Camberwell, Surrey, Contractor April 30 Peard & Son, Sise lane 


Meer, Mary Ayy, Albert st, Regent’s Park May7 8S M & J B Benson, Clement's inn 
Parkinson, Haywan, Sheffield April 30 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

Parsons, Henry, Misterton, Somerset, Land Agent May13 Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
Parzst, Jonn Crovcn, Lannock Farm, Hertford, Farmer April 26 Priest, Hitchin 

vn ~~ "ene Bermondsey st, Southwark May 14 Reep & Co, Gt St Thomas 


Saycs, Henry Ricumonp, Clifton, Bristol,Gent May15 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Suerrarp, Tuomas, Newark upon Trent June9 Norledge & Co, Newark upon Trent 
Sreveysox, Hargiett, Stoke upon Trent April20 Keary & Co, Stoke upon Trent 
Txomson, Grorce Francis, New Bond st May 20 Slaughter & Colegrave, Arundel st, 


Tuvurs, Cuartes Gustav Fevtx, Newcastle upon Tyne April 3) Criddle & Criddle, 


Newcastle upon Tyne 
Teaspa.e, Tuomas Macxerers, Old Hutton, Westmorland, Gent Jane 6 Thomson & 
Wilson, Kendal 


Warsoyx, Gronce, Castletown rd, West Kensington, May 26 Steavenson & Could- 
ell, Gracechurch st mm . 


well, 
| Wee, Jouyx SrENceR Wrss, Beauclere ri, Hammersmith, Gent May 1 Knight, 


sq, Gray’s inn 


Ware, Isras., May 18 Stone & Co, Bath 
Wickuaw, Any, Hastings May 13 Meadows & Co, Hastings 
Wisox, Sauvet, Culcheth, nr Warrington June 24 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
Woopears, sae Wiu1am, Seymour, Victoria, Tailor May 15 Pritchard & Co, Little 
Worrsax, , Hitt, Cambridge, Esq April 30 Isaac Cooke & Sons, Bristal 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, April T. 
Berrinorox, James, George st, Hampstead ri, Hotel Manager April 21 Cowdell, 
King’s Cross rd 
Bupp, Ricsagp, Barnstaple May 1 Budd & Co, Austinfriars 





Coss, Ciemsyt Francis, Teston, Kent May 12 Ridsdale & Son, Gray's inn 9g 
; Darysrover, Groses, Killinghall, York May 15 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Dowsixe, Writiam Loss, Falmouth MayS Jenkins, Falmoath 
Epwanps, Jans, Menston, York May1 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
| Epvwanrps, Wituian, Killinghall, York, Gent May 15 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Fixrouss, Wituiax, Stapleford, Nottingham, Grocer May T Woodward, Nottinghast 
| Forresrsr, Joux, Llandudno, Tobacconist May 1 Quian, Liverpool 
| Hisrogus, Sorurs, Osnabungh st, Regent's Park May 15 Hlerbelet, Chancery lane 
rere, His Honour Jvvcn James Joux, Yeovil, Somerset May 8 Warry, New 
| windon 
Krsananpsr, Wituiam Cousaives, ighton, S } : 
Powell, Res s Brigh Surgeon Major May 1 Harrison & 
| Layroocx, Joux, Otley, York, Plasterer May 1 Gledstone & Moordail, Otley 
| Moors, Evocu, Boolesfield, York, Yeoman May 16 Parker & Brailsfard, Sheiiield 
| Rios, The Rey Monoan Joux, Douglas, Gork, Ireland May 3. BaNlerstame & Warrens, 
Bedford row 


ro’ 
Sravanson, Hannierr, Stoke upon Trent, April @ Keary & Co, Soke upon Treat 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


) Bexsamix, B, West Kensington High Court Pet Feb 1. Raows, James Freanor, New Bond st, Tailor High Court 
Ord March at Pet March 32 Ord Maroh 


London Gasette.—Fripay, April 3. | Booru, Ammanan, Nottingham Nottingham Pot March Bucxuay, Jeaemtan, Leeds, Quartier Leeds Pet Marck 3 
al | Marh 


RECEIVING ORDERS. a1 Ord 

ALexanven, C J, Southampton bldgs, Financial Contractor Pet March 30 Ord 
High Court Pet March 4 Ord Mareh So 

Arkinson, Joun Wiitiam, Sttatford, Basex, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March 7 Ord Maroh so 

Avia, Ronxar Joun, Bedford, Builder Bedford Pet March 
® Ord Mareh 0 


Bavuam, Joux, Walsall, Staile, Baker Walsall Pet March Bansaven, Bowen On _* Kow High Court Bet 


us Ord Maroh fi 
Bauer, Wieniam Wiain, Hampatead, Antiquarian High 
Court Pet March 6 Ord March at 


-_ 


Marh 19 





4 
Borrrninn, Farpearcx, Murton, nr York, Farmer York | Booo, Qernas, Doddington, Builder Bibmeaten Pet March 
Maroh Mardi 


eS On 


go 

Bounsant, Jamra, Tae, Cornwall, Carpenter Pipmouth | Rueoer, Avrane Hewer Poasrea, Bedeaiaster, MA Bristel 
Pet March 2 Ord April Pet Marh 3i Ord Mareh St 

Bowman, Joux Taomaa, Otley, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper | Qorrox, Wreuiax Rican CYroe Manufacturer 
Leods Pot March 81 Ont ‘Mar * Tiaktaseer “iNet Bausch 3) Ged Soaked 


» 
Patenman Lows 


Mareh al 
Carora, Cammaog, Hall st, 3 
Wigd Court Bey Peo 





Rawr, Noean. » Watchmaker Durham Bet | Gkowerex, Bireanera, re Bry Maaragnces 
ord aren A | Laverpoal N6 Mared al ey 
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Azruvr, Brompton crescent h Court Pet 
Detach 1s Ord eaee ~_ 


a te Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham Pet 


Ord March 
Drcxise| Cuan Rowan, Fulham rd, Draper High 
_ Lanes, Baker Bolton 


Pet April1 Ord April 1 
ae! Le 

@ Ge,” Talbot a court, Gracechurch st High Court 
— West Brom- 


3 
Hayvyam, Joux ee Soho igh Court Pet March 31 
moet 8q High 


dons, Sparkirook, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 


Mavees, Masy, Bodmin, Corwall, Licensed Victoaller 

my KS 

Jewrrt, et Ao, Gt Chonaby, Tugowner Gt Grimsby 

seu Gnonon, Kings, West Smithfield, Merchant High 
ates Ord March 


30 
os, Leighton, Ba Buzzard, Jeweller Luton Pet 


Seance Manchester. Sli , Man- 
ouN, e, Tailor Luton Pet 

=. ~~). a 
'ARKER, ‘armer Pet March 
31. Ord March 31 pos 
¥, vod Mars a Plasterer Pontypridd 


J 
noe, Swe 


‘Tpswich 
Roozzs, Ricnarp, p< Whitesmnith Stourbridge 
Pet March 27 Ord 


Ssaaw, Marraew. Festenthd, Farmer Kendal 

Fee March 50° Ord Maven 50 rm 

Suaw, Groscz Wiiwiax, Gt Grimsby, Bookseller Gt 
Grimsby March 13 March 30 


D 
Agruve, South oo Lanes, Traveller 
eer ort Pet Aprill Ord April 1 
Surrs, Feeprzicx James, Heddon st, Regent st, Licensed 
val Victualler ie ee Ord March 30 
axpipss, Prscr, orks, Hotel Proprietor 
TH — Ba —t Sf w dsor P 
UN Woop, im et 
March 23 Ord March 25 
Tornax, Cunistorner: Barrrox, Gt Grimsby, Joiner Gt 
Grimsby Pet March 31 Ord March 31 
amus, Newcastle on Tyne Newcastle on Tyne 
¥ Pet March 30 te a 
Yexsixne, Many Lovursa, Cwm Mon, Stationer 
w Pet March 31 Ord March 31 
— t114™, Danbury st, Islington Court 
ws, Fess Ord April 1 — 
yemepnaeanes: Leeds Pet March 30 


” yIRsT MEETINGS. 


Pazry, 
Pet 


i 


ih 


oS an, King st, West Smithfield, Provision Mer- 
chant April 13 at 1 Tibveptey teins Caoe es 

Keppiz, Crarence Epcar Roars, com Park 
Aprili4at12 Bankrup a Carey st 

Kenpatt, CHartes Arrey, ve, Sussex, oe aga 
April 17 at3 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 

Many, Joun, Stockport, Cheshire, Grocer April fost 1 11.30 
Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Marsuatt, Grorce CiipsHam, April 


Lincoln, Tailor 
21 at 11.30 Off Rec, Lincoln 
Martix, Witi1am Henry Powett, Truro, Cornwall, Mer- 
chant April i14at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
McCctiocse, Witi1am Lionet Breasuur, Croydon, Surrey 
April 14 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Meatiyxe, Georcs Jouyx, Mountain Jam, er 
April10at2 65, High st, nie Tydfil 

Minter, WILLIAM Cuantes, Carlisle orse Dealer April 
14 at Ree, 29, Lowther st, Carlisle 


Emanvet, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer 
April 15 at 11 Off Rec. 22, Park row, Leeds 
Newitu, Hexrry Howarp, Cheyne court, a Author 
April 13 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
Nostz, Jonny Hanprortrs, Ashton under ce Fire Loss 
Assessor April 14 at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


chester 

ae 5 Ayprew Hewry, Stourton, Wilts, Innkeeper 
April 11 at 12 George Hotel, Frome 

Patmer, James Epwix, Peterborough, Dental Surgeon 
April 24 at 11.30 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Procter, Grorc s, Gt Grimsby, Engineer "April 11 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Ge Grimsby 

a Wri1am, Penzance, Cornwall, Hatter April 11 
ati2 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

in Wim Ricxerts, Dorchester, General Dealer 
April 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 

Savwpers, Avsrey Witiram Ocitvis, Portsdown man- 
ed — Vale April 10at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


ey OF aaa April 10 at 
owe D Decorator April 22 at 12 


a ens, Tomas, 
St 
Srenux, Au Aur bewat 


sag, Wescon’ ome hy seine 
14at3.45 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampt 
Torr, ALreep, Liverpool, Butcher April vs "at 12 Of 
, Victoria st, Liverpool 
GrorcE Feepertcx, Kea, Cornwall, Farmer 
lati Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Tavett, Feeperick, Broadway, og ee penny 


April 13at 12 Bankru bidgs, Care 

Tex, Avstry TauR.ix, Ltn. Boot fect Dee” April 21 at 
12.30 Silver st, Lincoln 

WHueEe.er, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Hay Dealer April 
14atil Off Rec, Walsall 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bercer, Azruve J, Maidenhead, Berks Windsor 
Nov 1 Marc 


Tresize. 
April 11 


: Pet 
Daimpase, Jous, + or Stock Broker Liverpool Pet 

Feb7 Ord April 1 
Croydon Pet 





Apvisox, poe omy el April I4at 12 Bank- 


ips, Co Went octane. Joiner A! 13 at 
some Bee, 25, John st, Sunderland pril 
ae Sascet Jaucs, East Greenwich. Corn Mer- | 


Secxos, Ex1za, Sacinton, Notts April 14 at 11 Off Ree 
Peter's Charch walk, Notti 
cx. Murton, Yorks, Farmer April 15 
atiz2>) Of 2, Stonegate, Y | 


4, 
Ret, 2S ee eka, Eplotes Merchant April 
Bevoss, HA Bedford pk A teats’ Om Res, %, Temple 
avenue 
Aurezp Heser Forsrex, Beiminster,MA April 
22at 123) Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
CAs od ot, Bellon Lanes, Lronfounder April 10 at 2 16, | 
Carew, Jous Tuouss, Bilston, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Cm aati’ Off Bee, Wolv 
Batecher April Hatllw 4, 


Josurn, Wi 
Giam, Grocer April 13 at 2% 


. 


app, Lonéon 





Fonnna. Jur, Mewes Licomend, Wisteaciior April 14 | 
Cazey xt ; 
aioe. Farmer April 3 
“zz Wales nitctmkhe Hastin 
Gorrexe, Witten, ast bg Coal Mer- 
| mae (— rere —* County Court tidgs, Northamp- 


Greemswen, Hime Sai —~r- occa a April 16 
Bankruptcy vides, © 
Gore, tevser ws benim Srochenaster April 
Uats Of Re, 4, Yat a, 
Bena, WUE, aod WEE my Roznoatine, trai, 
Apall 12 at 12 «(Of Mee, 41, Alexandra t 


Hewrer. Racease Ker, Overstrand mansions, Batteres 
Pask, Cade Frain Apel % at 12 Bankruytey , 


Teer xo, Cow Row nxn, Momehey, Metal Broker 


7 ti 2, Chaar vr , Verminghars 
ys he , Cagis hgh 1B xt 220 Bankruycy | 


4 tras, |. Gam, Uierme Viualier 
ere Yel, Satay Tyafi 
, Create, T mer April 11 at 
seat a wf {mag 15, Otteorne tt, i Onmby 
Om Ghats, Massie ve, nmabac 


ie 


April | 


‘Dentvighe, Draper 


Bowmas, Joux Tuomas, oon, 
j Leeds 
| Bucevey, Jzzewan, Leeds, 


Api 146 a tw 
j 


Biackiz, ALrrep, te Surrey, Gent 
Jan 27 Ord Ma’ 
Boorn, ABEAHAX, Nottingham Nottingham Pet March 
31 Ord March 31 
OTTERILL, Fazpericx, Murton, nr York, Farmer York 
Pet March 30 Ord March 
Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper 
Ord March 31 
Currier Leeds Pet March 28 


Pet March 31 
Ord Marsh 26 


| Beppo, Czenas, Victor rd, i Builder Edmonton 
Pet Ord March 


% March 27 


| Beecs, Wittias, Littlehampton, Butcher Brighton Pet 


March 13 Ord March % 

Busver, Atyzep Hexny Seneven: Bedminster, MA Gris- 
tol Pet March 21 Ord March 31 

Cuzw, Jon» Tuomas, Bilston, Staffs, Licensed achasiies 
Wolverhampton Pet March 14 Ord March 

Crexests, Hexny Liscots, Walbrook High Court Pet 
Dec 2 Ord March 30 

Coox, Joszra, Wimbledon, Surrey, we Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March 23 Ord March 3 

Corrox, Wittsas Bicnarp, Leicester, C a. Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet March 30 Ord March 30 

me Tuouas Hexey, Bootle, Lancs, Tallow Chandler 


Averpool Pet ch 2 Ord March 20 

Dicnixs, Cuantes EKowano, Fulham rd, Draper High 
Court Pet April1 Ord April 1 

Eoxenscey, Wisi11tam, Atherton, Lancs, Baker Holton 
Pet Aprili Ord April 1 


| Prenex, Tuouas, Park walk, rm, _Wishmenger High 


Court Pet Mareh9 Ord March 
Tazeis, WRB, and’ WEB Hanuss, Teynoldtone, Glam, 
Grocers Swansea Pet March 10 Ord March 
Hawxex, Many, Bodmin, Cornwall, 
Troro Pet March 41 Ord April i 
Heones, Joux, Trealaw, Glam, Grocer 
March 21 ‘Ord March 31 
Jawrrt, Many Aus, Gt Grimsby, Tugowner Gt Gstensty | 
L see js Ses B aA J 
Ane, JOU, i UZ eweller 
March ® Ord March ® ‘ 
Lisnvun, Journ, 
hiz Ord 
M-Coe.wwcn, Witssau tl Buvssuca, Croydon Croy- 
ie} 


Pontypridd Pet | 


Luton Pet 


By Ry 
"aime, dames Luwin, Peterinrough, Dental’ Surgeon 
Petervrough Pet March 14 Ori March 9 - 


Keve, Hower Monoan, Cardiff, Solicitor Cardiff I'et Fob 
17 Ord March ® 


Reeve, Joux Wustan, Dies, Nortolk, Warness' Maker 


mete April 


Bristol, Cattle Halennan Brintl Pet. | 











Ia 


Licensed Victualler | ‘ 


} 


| 
| 


Ipewich Vat Marchi Ord March 31 } 
Roncwrs, Joun Tina, Colwyn Bay, ullder © Bangor 
Pe Math 7 ord march | 
Koowes, Kicnanv, Sourbridgn, Whitermith ttourbridge 
Vt March 27 ‘Ord Murch 2 


Keon, Witssan py , rls Genial Dealer 


ae eo pus Bees ql 9 eee i on Ww 
Aw arrnew, ‘estineld, Worn Ken iil 
Pit March B) OFA Mash wis ? 


ee 
Sueravest, Arraur, South Barton, Lanes, Traveller Sal. 
ford Pet April1 Ord Aoril1 
Sraxpipcs. Percy, Malton, Yorks, Hotel Proprietor gay. 
borough Pet March 28 Ord March 30 
Taumwoop, Cuarces, Slough, Bucks, Gent Windsor Pet 
March 28 Ord March 28 
Torna, Curistopaer Barron, Gt Grimsby, Joiner Gt 
. a oe 4 pn egg 1 
'URNBULL, James, Neweastle on Tyne Newcastle 
Pet March 30° Ord March 30 on Tyne 
Vensinc, Mary Louisa, - hag ener, Stationer 
~ an Pet — $0 mae a 
ATSON, ILLIAM, —'¥ 8' slington h 
Pet April 1 Ord April 1 High Court 
Wesster, F J, North st, Clapham Wandsworth py 
Feb 28 Ord Aprill 
Witsox, Frank. Leeds,Stonemason Leeds Pet March» 
Ord March 30 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Anpersox, Tuomas Mirts, and Caarues Epwanrp Braap 
bury, Oldham, Bolt Makers Oldham Pet Apyil ; 
Ord April 1 

Masgeniin, James, North Shields, Coachbuilder Ney. 
castle on Tyne Pet April 2 Ord April 2 

Buivett, Jouy, Clifton, Bristol, Stationer Bristol Pe 
April 2 Ord April 2 

Cuapmax, GrorGe, Wellingborough, Builder North. 
ampton Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Laneuorne, Ricuarp Rosinson, Darlington, late Hote 
Keeper Stockton on Tees Pet April1l Ord Aprili 

Parkinson, Josepu, West Cowes, . of W, Chemist Ney. 
port Pet April1 Ord April 

Peacock, Joun, Culcheth, eee, Farmer Bolton Pet 
April 2 Ord Ap ril 2 

Rosiyson, Henry, West Sunderland, Shipowner Sunder. 
land ‘PetMarch21 Ord April 1 

Tuomas, Jonx, Mountain Ash, Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Pet April 2 Ord April 2 

Tipton, Ricuarp, —~ |; cc Miller Hereford Pe 
April 1 Ord April 1 

Towyenp, Wit1.14m, Golear, Huddersfield, Stone Merchant 
Huddersfield Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Wess, Cuar.es Jesst, Bristol, Hardware Dealer Bristd 
Pet April 2 Ord April 2 

Wapr, James E, Sistova rd, Balham, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Fed6 Ord April 2 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the Loa 

don Gazettes of February 25 and March 27 


A.pripcr, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Innkeeper Wosestee 
Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 22 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 17 : 
Marks, Reveen Francois Leacu, Aylesbury, {Bucks 
Tobacconist Aylesbury Pet March 3 Ord March 4 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 27 : 
Crook, James Heyry, South Tottenbam, Draper Edmonton 
Pet Jan2 Ord March 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ecxersiey, Wit11aM, Atherton, Lancs, Baker April bat 
10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Haxgrer, Rovert, and Wivceervorce Ricuarps hora 


Manchester, Cycle Factors April 17 at 3 Ogden's 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Hawkey, Mary, Bodmin, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler 
April 16 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
McQuoyr, Joun Owen, Topeliffe, Yorks, Gardener April 


14at 12.30 Station Hotel, Yor 
Peacock. Joun, Culcheth, Lancs, Farmer April 16at 10% 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Reevz, Joux Witttam, Diss, Norfolk, Harness Maker 
April 14at 11 Crown Hotel, Diss 
Staton, Witttiam Row.ayp, Gedne y, Lines, Farmer April 
15 at11 W B Whall, Market eq, King’s Lyna 
Sranviver, Percy, Malton, Yorks, Hotel Propel stor April 
15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarbore 
Wixxnena, Simon, Southsea, General Furnisher A 
at 12.30 Chamber of Commerce, 145, Cheapside 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anuernone, Janes, North Shields, Coachbuilder Neweate 
tleon Tyne Pet April2 Ord April2 


Axpuusox, Tuomas Miiis, and Cuantes Epwarp Baap 
BURY, oe Screw Makers Oldham Pet March dl 
Ord April 1 

Bivert, Joux, Clifton, Stationer Bristol Pet April 2 Ord 
April 2 

Cuavmax, Geouor, Wellingborough, Builder Northamp- 
ton Pt Aprill Ord april 2 

Cauws, ALicn GHORGIANA t Cowes, 1 of W Newport 
Pet Feb 15 Ord March 26 

Cuook, James Henny, South Tottenham, Draper Edmew 


ton Pet Jani Ord April 1 

THiveuno, Cuanrus BEowanp, Moseley, Metal Broker Bit 
mingham Pet Feb6 Ord April 2 

La i. Kiicitanp Rowinsox, Darlington Stockton o 

Tees let Aprill Ord April l 

Pasay, Wittiam Cronvros, Southport, Hotel Keeper 
Liverpool Pet March 12 Ord April 2 ; 

Pankinnom, Joneen, Went Cowen, Loft W, Chemiat Newport 
Pet April 1 Ord April 1 : 

| Pmacor Ks SORE, Culcheth, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet April 
1 4 April 1 

pena Sivanus, Neath, Glam, Grocer Neath Pa 
March 26 Ord April 2 

Tnouas, Jouw, Mountain Ach, Glam, Grocer Aberdare 
Vet Aprit2 Ord April 4 

Tiwros, Wieusav, Heretords, Miller Hereford Pet Apt 
4 Ord April 2 

Tow «env, Witrtam, Golvar, nr Huddersfivld, Stone Ma- 
hont Hudderstield Pet April’ Ord April 2 

Twin, Josmen Gttave, Malop, Varmer Shrew 


‘oro 
bury Pet Vebs Ord April a 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


pel 19.—Messrs. Fostsr, at the Mart, af 1 for 2, Lease- 
hold Improved Ground-rents on the Duke of West- 
minster’s Estate, and on the Trustees of the Tothill 
Fields Estate. 

April 15.—Messrs. Exus & Son, at the Mart, at 2, Ground- 
rents secured upon a Copyhold Estate at Stepney. 

April _—Messts. Fareproruer, Exuis, Ciark, & Co., at 
the Mart, at 2, Leasehold Investment in a Block of Mer- 
eantile Offices, 47, Mark-lane, City. 

—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrie.p, at the Mart, 


15. 
; Apel 9, a Freehold detached Residence at Ham 


April 15.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriezxp, at the Mart, 
at 2, Freehold Residential te in Staffordshire, 
known as Springfield Hall, and Freehold Farms and 
Lands in Staffordshire, near Ashbourne. 

April 16.—Messrs. H. E. Fostzr & Cranriztp, at the 
Mart, at 2, Reversions, Policies, Shares, and Life In- 


April 16.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Life 
Policies and Reversions. 
April 16.—Messrs. Prickett & Eis, at the Mart, af 2, 
Freehold Ground-rents at pee and Finchley, 
0! 


ESTABLISHED 18651. 
BIRKBECK BANK 

TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSED, =peyehle 00 a 

TWO per . on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. 
STOCKS and 8. purchased and sold. 
SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
sums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on exch 
completed £1. 








BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC:D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 
ALMANA( i 


2 PMCPRANCIS HAVENGCROFT, Manager.” 


The 
post free. 





4 


holdsite at Hig Freehold Land at Barnet Cc 

and Leasehol at Highgate and Whetstone. 

Apel) 17.— Messrs. Ventomu, Buti, & Coorsr, at the Mart, 
at 2, Freehold Ground-rents, with Reversions, and Free- 
hold Shop and Factory Property at Clapham. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 

















for 


OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 
ROOMS oar sa 
FIRST 
CLASS a 


FURNITURE 


Estimates free. 
Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
EDE AND SOK, 
ROBE MAKERS. 















































h E, BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
er Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &o. — 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
_ pce wr of the Peace. 
’ niversity and Olergy Gowns. 
pay tnf 1689. 


4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


SUN INSURANCE OFFICE, 


law Wi 


Founded 1710, 


LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A. W. COUSINS, District ‘Manager. 
_SUM_INSURED in 1804, £393 622 400. _ 


FEE GO GUINEA 


SCHOOL SHIP ‘CONWAY 
Pas : 


FOR TRAINING 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 


To BECOME OFFICERS 
Exintwe MERCANTILE NAVY, 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
“THE CAPT,, ACT. MILLEALA.N, 










THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY AUTHOBITY. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


CHEQUES, &c., engra and inted. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No Gharge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREZT, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS. 
Of all Chemists and Grocers. 








BRAND & CO., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS: 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


BREAKFAST-SUPPER. 


EPPS’S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. — 











8. FISHER, 188, Strand. 





C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 
The £5 5s: 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD ay B~ — BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
It is the most convenient and durable yet offered to the 










































PL) 2 


? 


5 UP & INaceccepeceece 





Mouncea on an elegant Iron Stand, with Brass Mountings. 


N.B.—A Second-hand Triple N consisting twelve 
fall-front deed boxes on wae tie. duplicate 
keys, i Also the “Gity” 


£13; carriage i 
deed box, hein, by iin, by 10in. at 10s, 62, nett cash. 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
__ 48, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Adéress.) 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 
ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS & 


PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial Werk, 
Every description of Printing—large or smaii. 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL Newspaper 
Authors advised with as to Printing and PuNishing. 
Exstamates ail taformation feraiahes. 
entered unis. 
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REVERSIONS 
LIFE INTERESTS 
GROUND RENTS , 














Purchased ON ADVANTAGEOUS TERMS 


BY THE 


English and Scottish Law Life 
Assurance Association, 


WATERLOO PLACE, LONDON, S.W., 


Or Advances Made. 


LIBERAL COMMISSION ON ASSURANCE BUSINESS TO SOLICITORS. 
APPLY TO GENERAL MANAGER. 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


Or 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anp Sriversuirus, 17 ann 18, Piccaprity, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
respectfull 


GracecuuncH-stezet, Cornutt, Lonpon, E.C., 
lished 1772 


y to announce that they ACCURATELY 
appraisgs the above for the Leca Prorgsston ‘or PuRcHASE the sams for cash if desired. Esta) 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 


a 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 
EXAMINATION for the “BACON” ana « 
SCHOLARSHIPS. Hor 


(GRAY’S INN.) 


OTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that » 
Examination for these Scholarships will be in 
Gray’s-INN Hatt, on the 2nd and ae JUNE, 1896, com. 
mencing at Ten 0’CLOOK a.m. pa 
Pe. a are of the youly value of £45 ang 
£40 respectivel: | tenable for two years, and are 
every Student the Bar, who on the 2nd day of 3 


1896, yy have been a Member of Gray’s-inn hs Dot 


pee than five Terms, and who shall have k 
ce his admission, inclusive of that in or ~ A 
wit the Examinath f & Sch larshi 
e on for the 0) there 
set two papers of Questions, . 7 
ist. One on the Constitutional History of England 
down to the present time. 


2nd. One on the Gereral 


History of England 
Accession of James I. to the] Revolution, fms 


o or with its General History during the aboye- 
mentioned period, any one of which subjects a Candidate 
war sees, Sane ty gs he does select he will be 
The t to write a short Essa 

e time aes allowed for an of these three papers 


MACNAGHTEN, 
(Signed) 


of the Council. 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, 
llth November, 1895. 


WiULLiik PHELPS, , Deceased.—Paursuant 
to Statute 22 and 23 Vic., cap. 35, intituled “ An 
Act to further amend the Law of Property and to 


relieve 
Trustees.”” Notice is aw Given, that all CREDITORS 
debts, claims, or 











TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS | 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
23 to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 


FP. BROMHEAD, B.A., MB. (Camb.), M_B.C.S. (Eng.). 





TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
Por Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 





A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864, 


Por the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middic Clases from the above. 
wuecsental rewulta. ar : Sir BENZ. 
WAED EICHARIGON.MD..P.B.C.P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. ST. T. ” Lekecater —For terms, &e., 
apply. Mrs. Txzoesco, Prinespal, Tower House, Leicester. 





LOSDOS GAZETTE 
LOBDOS «nd 
OFYICZ.—So. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STEZET. 


ENEY GREEN 
ana 


is the olractagn 4 re esto of te oa upwards of 
forty : L$. AC, Lt. 


a wdictts their continue’ support.-N.E. 

pm Ne age ed a TF 
Gael tnege Lor siverimmnente tod tis ot * London 
Gasstte” bept. By appeintment. 


ThE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Eevaecisazn 1823), 

Puedibase Reversicnery Interests in Beal 2nd Pereme) 
Property, and Lite Interests, and Lele Policice, and 
Aboume agen thoes Securities. 17, King’s Arme 
vent. ee 


ADVANCES OF MORTGAGE AT FIVE PER 
CENT. (TEREST, 





[HE BIRKBECK BUILDING KOCIETY 
WIAD Leaner HL BU tn CHOPS. aes 


in ome we oF 


by 
eey winers, _~ to Vusscu 
A a Mn 


| (SLATER’S).—The only acknowledg 
| lishment in the City of London (vide press) for Divorce and 
i Female and Male 


Address: Tuz 


oR Ret 


Advertisement t, | 


“Mr. Henry Slater is the greatest Detective of the pre- 
sent age.” — War Office Times. 


DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 
ed Estab- 


making secret uiries b; Detectives. 
Terms Rn tay Consultations free free. ot ee No. 
302. Telegraphic Address, “‘ Dis‘ance, 
yr Sy Manager. 
1, Basinghall-street, London, E. 


P.S.—Successful por pr RES 
Divesce Court for the past nine years. 











THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 


(BAR, SOLICITORS, US 


NIVERSITIES). 
| Principal: Mz. J. CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honour 


Tutors: A Numer or Hicu-ciass Hoxouns Grapuates 
BaxgisTers, a¥pD Speciaists. 
emall Classes and 


Pri 
RINCIPAL, puares CLasses, 
27, Cuaxceny-Laxe, W.C. 


M*: UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
4 —_ 45- successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
. for the rt ge gp and BAE 
, INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
TLE. Terms 


£1 Is. Pwd month. 

Masy Porte wave Taxes Howxoves.—For further - 

— and copies of “ Hints on ’s Commen’ ” 

“Hints on Criminal Law,” 17, Brazenose- 
Albert-square, Manchester. 


r AW LECTURES. —KING’S COLLEGE 
(Strand), London.—These Lectures are delivered in 
Sumner Ten commmanees on Age® S08. 

the Secretary, W. Surru. 


AW. —Wanted, Situation as Cashier and 

Bill Clerk in office; Kain’s System known; 

oo ee 4 aceounte ; first-class references ; 

age ~ oy Jous ¥. Junxis, Claremont-road, Redruth, 
SAW 











LAs, .—A Solicitor of sape erience and with 
Capital uires a Clerks aw vl office, with 

> — Abilen, A Wa Solicitors’ 

Foraral, - “2, Chaneery-lane, Lemon, We. 


(OMPETENT CONVEY ANCING end 
4 . or «a ‘ 
memala,—Lax, (A, ero, Grayn, a, 


Baie SHORTHAND WRITER 


Pitman'’s) 12 yearw ex 
*; town op peut mgr iveeon-seedl Wer Hany. 


[= ‘HE LAW SOCIETY CLUB. _~NOTICE 
MELTING wilt “be hdd sh the Law tere 
Tue mwas, the Oth Arnis, sex7, ae Two / dock, 

bey rte (A Che Conuinithes, 
Ste Agel, sens ARCHIBALD KEEN, theeretary. 





demands 
a & Estate of FIDLIA AM PHELPS, late of 


Registry of the Probate Division of the High Goat of 
Justice, on the 25th day of March, 1896), Te 
quired to send , in writing, of veir ir debte, 

or demands to me, the undersigned Henry Whalley Wood- 


—v day of Mer, 
and Notice is hereby Given, that at the expiration of 
that time 1 shall proceed distribute the assets of the 


HY. W. WOODFORDE, |" 14, Red Lion- 
square, London, W. CC. 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL uysvrancz compasr 
umirep, FIRE. 
Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C,, and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender value given. 
Speedy te hest 


settlemen erences. 
Also Reversions rm ive — 
Insurance Broker, a, Highestecst t West, Sunderland. 








REVERSION. 
LAW BEVERSIONARY INTEREST 
4 BOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarmman—Epwarp James Bevin, Esq., Q.C. 
Devury-Caammman —Joun Orunnx, Eaq., QC. 
REVEBSIONS and Life Interests Purchased, Im 


mediate and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for 
Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 


jaan may also be obtained on the security of Reve 
Ld . 
Prospectuses and Forms of Spoponl, and all further is 
formation, may be had at the offic 
G. B. ‘OLABON, Beoretary. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
F rel fo LASDED or FUNDED pacemars <6 ae 
Annuities YU 








ROHASEL 
Anite, th by. the ti a KL 
room Wi Bridge, 

ree £600,000, Lntarent Interest on ies rosy be cugpta 


B. Ti. CLAYTON, | Hoorn 
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TOTA 


The 


der? 





